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CHAPTER I 


Introduction 


INTRODUCTION 


Every Athenian alliance, every declaration of war, and every peace treaty was 
instituted by a decision of the assembly. The assembled citizens voted after 
listening to speeches that presented varied and often opposing arguments 
about the best course of action for the state to take. For this reason, the 
fifteen preserved assembly speeches of the mid fourth century Bc provide 
an unparalleled body of evidence for the way that Athenians thought and 
felt about interstate relations in general and about issues of war and peace 
in particular. To understand this body of oratory, its emotional appeals, its 
moral and legalistic arguments, and its invocation of state interests, is to 
understand how the Athenians of that period made decisions about war 
and peace. That is the goal of this book. 

No one type of argument or single factor determined Athenian deci- 
sions. Rather, various considerations could play independent and impor- 
tant roles. As a result no single overarching thesis about Athenian thinking 
unites my chapters on, for example, “Legalism,” “Household metaphors,” 
and “Calculations of interest.” My investigations are united rather by an 
attitude towards Athenian thinking, a charitable and empathetic one, and 
my methodological preference for the evidence of assembly speeches. This 
attitude and methodology are best illustrated by contrasting them first 
with scholarship that portrays Athenian thinking as simple and deplorable 
and second with unmasking methodologies, according to which the stated 
grounds for war — as found in assembly speeches — only mask the truth 
and thus need to be stripped away rather than examined. 

Scholars have often underrated the richness and variety of Athenian 
thinking. Arnaldo Momigliano exemplifies this tendency in modern schol- 
arship when he argues that Greek thinking about foreign policy “can 
never assess achievement except by reference to success and therefore can 
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never teach more than prudence.” I argue against such representations 
of the Athenians as political Realists, that is, as amoral and seeking only 
advantage.” While concerned about the interests and security of their city, 
the Athenians do not reveal in the assembly speeches a foreign policy 
entirely determined by calculations of interest. They rather invoke a vari- 
ety of moral criteria for action. Cynics may argue that assembly speakers’ 
professions of morality reveal nothing more than their hypocrisy. Even 
were we to grant such an extreme view of Athenian politicians, hypocrisy is 
only advantageous, only makes sense, in a world in which moral judgments 
matter. Athens was such a world. 

A contrary, but equally critical, tendency in recent scholarship focuses 
on the warlike, emotional side of Athenian decision-making. On this view, 
Athenian policies flowed from an irrational belligerence derived from Athe- 
nian culture and society. This enthusiasm for war is portrayed as resurfacing 
sporadically throughout the fourth century despite Athens’ fading powers.’ 
Scholars find two basic ways in which Athens’ culture and society gave rise 
to its putative belligerence. 

First, Athens’ militarism, the high value placed on military service and 
prowess, cannot be denied. It probably did make Athens more prone to 
resort to war. Such militarism, however, was and is extremely common in a 
wide variety of cultures and societies. Athens was not a special case either in 
its militarism or in the reasons for which it went to war. Nor was Athenian 
culture overwhelmingly militarist: Athenians prized many things besides 
martial prowess. The claim that militarism ceaselessly propelled Athens 
into irrational and otherwise inexplicable wars is hyperbole. 

Second, the moral and emotional component of Athenian thought was 
strongly structured by what is termed the “domestic analogy,” an explicit 
or implicit parallel between the relations among states and relationships 
within the state. Scholars such as J. E. Lendon argue that atavistic individual 
values were applied to the realm of states and encouraged the recourse to 
war: for example, Athenians saw their city as a Homeric warrior writ large, 
dedicated to violent revenge and possessed of a touchy sense of honor. 
Such a state might well be as prone to fighting as the characters in Homer 
are.* But, again, the larger picture is more complex. Ritualized friendship, 
the relations between slaves and masters, the relations between men and 
women, and brotherhood — all these different relationships provided a 


* Momigliano 1978: 22-3 on historiographical evidence for foreign policy thinking. See also, e.g., M. 
Finley 1985b: 70, and Sage 1996: 66. 

* See pp. 155-7 for the meanings of Realism in foreign policy thinking. 

3 E.g. Badian 1995. 4 Lendon 2000. 
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complex set of values and a cognitive framework for Athenian thinking 
about the relationship of city-states. Since conflict and competition were 
not alone of value within Athenian society, there is no reason to expect that 
the deployment of domestic analogies to states should lead only to war. 
In particular, the legal analogy, according to which states, like individuals 
within the state, should resolve their disputes without recourse to war, 
tended to curb Athenian belligerence. 

Notwithstanding the laudable goal of supplementing the older view of 
the Athenians as calculating and amoral in their foreign policy, these two 
theories risk making them uncalculating only in a belligerence deriving 
either from militarism or from primitive and violent mores. As we shall 
see, such views gloss over the difficulties of connecting a society’s values 
and its tendency to go to war and oversimplify a rich and complex moral 
discourse based largely on a wide variety of domestic analogies. 

Such critics of Athenian thinking often adopt an unmasking approach 
to Athenian pronouncements: they seek to unmask, to debunk, the stated 
grounds for war — and hence evidence such as the assembly speeches — and 
locate the real causes of war elsewhere: for example, in amoral calculations 
of interest, in economic advantage, or in a militaristic culture.’ Such factors 
cannot be neglected, but they should supplement rather than replace the 
Athenians’ own deliberations about questions of war and peace; for this 
book finds there a richer understanding of the relationship of states than 
the sideways glances of scholars rushing to true and hidden causes would 
suggest. 

For example, two of the most influential, theoretically inclined ancient 
historians of recent decades, Yvon Garlan and Moses Finley, have 
approached Greek warfare with a focus on its material results. Garlan 
begins his analysis with a consideration of Plato and Aristotle, whom he 
characterizes as adherents of an economic view of Greek warfare.’ His own 
view is Marxian and thus materialist: it was the limits of internal produc- 
tion that drove the Greek states to violent appropriation and thus war.’ 
Finley, too, endorses Marx’s view that in early societies such as Greece and 
Rome warfare rather than technological advance “was the basic factor in 
economic growth.”? He concedes that wars were fought for mixed motives 
but emphasizes the economic ones: “the hard fact remains that successful 
ancient wars produced profits, and that ancient political leaders were fully 


5 In the first of these, they can justly claim to be following Thucydides; see pp. 156-7. 
6 Garlan 1989; M. Finley 1978b and 198sb. 7 Garlan 1989: 31. 
8 Garlan 1989: 38. 9 M. Finley 1985b: 74. 
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aware of that possibility.”'° This consideration leads him to take a skep- 
tical approach to ancient justifications of warfare. He argues that modern 
historians who have neglected the material reasons for war tend to present 
“a continuous succession of diplomatic and political events ending, for no 
sufficient reason, in a resort to arms.”" Thus, the sequence of events, the 
claims, and the counterclaims of the antagonists are merely a smokescreen 
beneath which the historian must discern the fundamental and presum- 
ably “sufficient” cause of war, which derives from the nature of the classical 
Greek economy. 

Finley’s approach is typical of a number of modern unmasking theories 
of warfare. While he dismisses the “claims and counterclaims” in favor of 
concrete profits of war, the theorists of militarism point out that grounds 
for war are superfluous if a state or a powerful class is predisposed, as it 
were, to fight wars. Unmasking theories need not focus on internal factors. 
For example, political Realists take the same approach to the application 
of ethics to foreign policy: moral arguments are merely screens to justify 
decisions already made on the basis of power politics. All these unmasking 
theories hold that the stated reasons for war are just screens for some other 
real reason for war; their goal is to rip away or see through the mask to 
discern this reason. 

Finley buttresses his claim that our evidence for the decision-making 
process is insufficient with the further observation that, based on modern 
experience — for example the later publication of statesmen’s journals and 
internal memos — public pronouncements are often false to the actual 
motives of the actors concerned.” Nor, one might add, need orators always 
be fully aware of the real reasons for their policies. As J. A. Hobson put it: 
“politicians, in particular, acquire so strong a habit of setting their projects 
in the most favourable light that they soon convince themselves that the 
finest result which they think may conceivably accrue from any policy is 
the actual motive of that policy.” Finally, one can imagine cases where, by 
tacit agreement, the real reasons for a war cannot be mentioned publicly." 

Unmasking theories borrow some of their appeal from cynicism, 
often amply justified, about the official and stated grounds for war. In 


10 


M. Finley 198sb: 76. See also M. Finley 1978b: 2-3. 

M. Finley 1985b: 77, cf. 75, 80-1. Garlan 1989: 21-2 contains a similar statement, but he concludes 
with a more complex Marxian analysis of the contradiction between Plato’s and Aristotle’s theories 
of economic motivations and the political reasons contained in accounts of the beginnings of Greek 
wars (32—40); so too in Garlan 1995: 56-9. 

M. Finley 1978b: 3. B E.g. Hobson 1938: 198 

14 E.g. Greenspan 2007: 463: “I am saddened that it is politically inconvenient to acknowledge what 
everyone knows: the Iraq war is largely about oil.” 
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particular pro-war oratory in every age tends to exaggerate injuries suffered, 
to rouse ethnic, national, or city-state jingoism, to make compromise seem 
weak, to associate killing with manhood, and to valorize death in war as 
a noble and willing self-sacrifice. When successful, war rhetoric results in 
war with its hates, grief, maiming, destruction, and death. Since World 
War I such appeals and arguments, often treated as the manipulation of 
a gullible populace by unscrupulous politicians, have been particularly 
suspect.” A significant strain of twentieth-century thinking about war ora- 
tory is typified by Wilfred Owens attack on “The Old Lie | Dulce et 
decorum est | Pro patria mori.” Not only the nobility of dying for one’s 
country, but even the whole just-war tradition has been attacked as a cover 
for other more sinister motives. The same hostile, skeptical approach 
that many intellectuals have taken to the justification of wars since World 
War I seems to inform many treatments of Athenian assembly speeches. In 
some cases, the parallel is explicit: W. R. Connor discusses the arguments 
of Demosthenes: “his characterization of Macedon passes from exaggera- 
tion and simple misunderstanding into a melodramatic phantasia...” and 
seems “strangely familiar. . . reveal[ing] some of the most unfortunate and 
recurring illusion of commentators on foreign policy.” 

In addition such attributions of hidden motivation make slippery targets. 
To return to M. I. Finley and fourth-century Athens, if an orator justified 
a war in terms of both justice and profit, the appeal to profit revealed its 
true motivation and the invocation of justice merely provided a specious 
pretext. If a war ended profitably for Athens, we are asked to judge its 
motivation on its results rather than on its justification or the events that 
led up to it." Ifa war ended in disaster or wasted expense, it may still have 
been the result of a mistaken expectation of profit. We are, in this case, 
required to ignore the results of the war in judging its motivation. 

The subject of this book would be less important and have to be 
approached from a different perspective if we were to accept such a com- 
plete separation between the stated causes of war — what we read in assembly 
speeches — and its real reasons. But we are not in an either-or situation. On 
the one hand, it is naive to think that actors always state or are even fully 
conscious of the reasons for their actions. Nor do the actors’ motivations 


1 Gaubatz 1999: 2. E.g. Russell 1951: 43. Cf. Russell 1916: 23. 16 E.g. Wells 1969 and Santoni 1991. 

17 Connor 1966: 57. The date of publication suggests that Connor is thinking of Cold War rhetoric 
in the United States. Given the importance of the Vietnam War to his intellectual development 
(Connor 1984: 6-7), the justifications of this war and contradictory pictures of Soviet power and 
fragility are perhaps the specific parallels that he had in mind. 

8 M. Finley 198sb: 75-6. 
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always provide an exhaustive explanation for the recourse to war. Some 
unmasking theories — most famously those of Marx, Darwin, and Freud — 
can provide persuasive explanations for the actions of states or individuals, 
explanations often unsuspected by the actors themselves.” Similarly, Fin- 
leys emphasis on the hope for economic gain as a motivation for war in 
ancient Greece is not entirely misplaced. This did sometimes play a role 
in the complex of motivations that led the Athenians to go to war. On the 
other hand, only an absolute certainty that the stated reasons are negligible 
and that the hypothetical real reasons are compelling and exhaustive could 
justify dismissing the former for the latter. In the case of classical Athens 
we manifestly lack this certainty. 

A contrast between classical Athens and the modern world is telling 
against an excessively unmasking approach. Skepticism about the stated 
grounds of war makes the most sense when applied to modern repre- 
sentative democracies in which considerable power is delegated to the 
government — not to mention undemocratic states. In these cases, histori- 
ans may and often do find a chasm between the considerations accorded 
weight by, for example, a president and his advisors in private and the 
public pronouncements about the reasons for war. As one eminent scholar 
of international relations puts it: 


[Public] foreign policy discourse in the United States often sounds as if it has been 
lifted right out of a Liberalism 101 lecture... Behind closed doors, however, the 
elite who make national security policy speak mostly the language of power, not 
that of principle.*° 


Ina direct, participatory democracy such as Athens no such clear distinction 
can be made between the people and their representatives or executors. It 
is far more difficult to explain how important motivations for war could 
leave no trace in the arguments and appeals of war oratory. At Athens 
decision-making and the appeal to public opinion were one and the same 
process. Decisions were based on public opinion, the assembly’s vote. They 
were not justified to a public after having been made on some other basis. 
And, in contrast to modern pictures of elite incitement of a peaceful but 
perhaps gullible people, it turns out that the rich at Athens tended to favor 
a less aggressive foreign policy; indeed, it was from their ranks that the few 
critics of Athenian militarism emerged.” 

Finally, the arguments and appeals of deliberative oratory can provide 
insight and allow us to evaluate the importance even to the “real causes” of 
unmasking theories. Orators made reference, albeit rarely, to the potential 


McCullagh 1991. 20 Mearsheimer 2001: 23-5. *T See pp. 39-48 and 256-7. 
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profits of war. They appealed directly to state interest as the basis for policy; 
some even took an unmasking position towards the moral professions of 
their opponents. They invoked the internal values of Athenian society in 
their appeals to act like real men, to avoid slavish behavior, and, in general, 
to avoid the shame of yielding. In Athens the stated grounds for war were 
not radically divorced from its real motivation. This is hardly surprising. 
A skilled orator who hoped to sway the assembly on a close vote could 
hardly afford to ignore the true motivations, feelings, and thinking of 
his audience.** One cannot assume a perfect proportionality between the 
importance of a motive and its appearance in assembly speeches, but there 
does not seem to be much scope left for important hidden motives. 

So, ifsomething was a factor in causing a war, it was usually present in the 
arguments upon which Athenian decisions were based. Just as important to 
our argument is the converse principle: arguments for war that successfully 
persuaded the audience should be regarded as genuine causal factors in the 
origins of a war. If an orator appealed to the justice of a course of action, 
it was because this was likely to affect the assembly. Orators did not make 
moral claims — which they did often — to waste time, but to win people 
over to their sides. If an argument based on justice, for example, convinced 
a majority of the citizens present at the assembly to vote for war, it can 
quite precisely be called a cause of war. 

To sum up, the assembly speeches include a large variety of types of 
arguments, expected to be persuasive, about the relations of states. They 
need to be taken seriously rather than dismissed as some sort of façade; thus 
Athenian thinking is complex. That it is sophisticated is something that the 
reader will have to judge from my detailed investigations, but one final but 
crucial point requires emphasis here: behind some of the dismissals that 
we have been examining lies the smug and sterile assumption that correct 
views about war and peace are simple and straightforward, something that 
“we moderns” understand. Such a view strikes me as false as far as the 
present is concerned. It also contributes to a dismissive and superficial 
attitude towards Athenian thinking about the relationship of states, one 
not conducive to understanding it. 


METHODOLOGY 


In recent decades studies of forensic oratory and the funeral oration have 
proven fruitful for understanding Athenian social and political attitudes.” 


22 Raaflaub 1994: 135. 
3 E.g. Dover 1974; Loraux 1986; Ober 1989; D. Cohen 1995; Herman 1996; pace Worthington 1994: 
IIL. 
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The need for orators to take into account their audiences, whether the large 
juries of the Athenian justice system or the people assembled to mourn the 
war dead, makes such studies of Athenian popular thought persuasive. So 
too, preserved deliberative speeches can be the best source of evidence for 
popular attitudes about war and interstate relations.** 

One must grant, however, the occasional inaccuracy and even the self- 
serving mendacity of assembly speakers. References to the past in the Attic 
orators have been carefully studied and generally show a low level of histor- 
ical accuracy.” When the orators discussed their own time, their partiality 
seems to have outweighed their more detailed and accurate knowledge. The 
discrepancies between the accounts of recent events by Demosthenes and 
Aeschines are notorious.”° But even the lies of a dishonest orator can reveal 
shared standards by which actions are judged. For example, Demosthenes’ 
claim that Athens had always come to the aid of weaker cities whose liberty 
or safety was in danger represents a distortion at best.*” Nevertheless, we 
learn that Athenians considered aid to the weak a sufficient reason for going 
to war — and had an exaggerated opinion of their own altruism. The parallel 
to the use of forensic speeches is again apt. Courtroom speeches, often 
written for lying, guilty defendants or to convict the innocent, have 
provided the evidence for persuasive investigations of Athenian social and 
political attitudes. So too, can assembly speeches reveal much about 
foreign policy thinking, despite their ubiquitous partiality and occasional 
dishonesty. 

Sometimes a speaker explicitly concedes the basic principles of his oppo- 
nents. For example, in his attack on Aeschines and the Peace of Philocrates, 
Demosthenes repeatedly admits that peace is a good thing in itself, but he 
argues that the merits of peace in general are not at stake in Aeschines’ trial.”® 
Both sides assumed the desirability of peace in principle. Such passages, 
which occur with some frequency, provide perhaps the best opportunity to 
ascertain common beliefs. 

The risk still exists of placing too much weight on arguments that, in the 
event, fell flat and failed to persuade; it is also crucial never to mistake an 
orator’s straw-man for the opinion it misrepresents.” It is always dangerous 


24 Harding 1987: esp. 38-9. R. Thomas 1989: esp. 203-8. Cf. Todd 1990 and Herman 1996: 13-14 on 
forensic speeches. 

*5 Pearson 1941; Worthington 1994; and Milns 1995. Cf. Missiou 1992: 59 on Andocides’ inaccuracy. 

26 E.g. Cawkwell 1969: 163. Cf. Cawkwell 1978a: 117-19 and Cawkwell 1963b: 200 on Demosthenes’ 
mendacity. 

27 Dem. 18.99. 28 Dem. 19.88-9, 92, 96-7, 336. 

29 For an oratorical misstep see Dem. 19.16, 305-7; cf. Aeschin. 2.63—4, 74-8. That Demosthenes 
misrepresents the position of his opponents, especially Eubulus, is the thesis of a seminal article by 


Cawkwell (1963c). 
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to base too much ona single passage, but when we find a number of passages 
in different speeches depending on the same suppositions, these are likely 
to have been widely accepted. Furthermore, other types of evidence also 
admit of miscommunication and contain idiosyncratic passages; they often 
involve other complicating factors, such as the atypical, elite readership of 
philosophy or the mythical setting of tragedy. 

The subject of this study is Athenian thinking about interstate relations; 
to some extent this focus requires us to ignore or put aside questions 
about how a speech works as a whole or how it related to its specific 
historical context. An orator may bring up a particular argument about 
proper interstate conduct because of the artistic or rhetorical imperatives 
of a well-fashioned speech.*° An orator may stress one consideration rather 
than another, because of the particular details of the interstate situation or 
internal politics at that point in time.” But he could only make use of that 
consideration because it was already part of a shared system of thinking and 
of values concerning interstate relations. Some scholars argue that personal 
ambitions, ties, or enmities largely determined the political positions of 
Athenian politicians. I do not find such arguments persuasive.” But 
even if the motivations of politicians were, in some sense or another, 
personal, the arguments that were expected to convince the assembly were 
invariably political and focused on the issue at hand. My relative neglect of 
an argument’s connection to its rhetorical and historical context or to the 
personal motivations of the speaker allows us to focus on the connections 
between arguments and permits us to understand the overall structure of 
Athenian thinking about war and peace. 

This aim has not only required me to neglect certain traditional 
approaches and questions but has also led to forays beyond the tradi- 
tional confines of history. In particular, the knowledge that the Athenians 
thought about foreign affairs according to a particular model often prompts 
the question, “Why this model and not some other?” An explanation 
in terms of historical development — the Athenians believed B because they 


3° The third volume of E Blass, Die Attische Beredsamkeit, 1877, mainly takes this approach to the 
speeches in our period. Modern scholarship in this vein includes Pearson 1964; Rowe 1966, 1968; 
Wooten 1977; Slater 1988; Tuplin 1998; Usher 1999: 209-43, 270-6. 

This is the dominant approach in Schäfers monumental and still influential Demosthenes und seine 
Zeit, 1885-7. Important recent works with this primary concern include the following: Cawkwell 
1962a, 1962b, 1969; Burke 1977; Strauss 1985; Cargill 1985; Sealey 1993; E. Harris 1995; Sawada 1996; 
Fox 1997; Badian 2000; Ryder 2000; Worthington 2000; Lambert 2001. Most commentaries on 
individual speeches treat the speeches both in their historical context and as works of rhetoric, e.g. 
Wankel 1976; Edwards 1995: 105-13; MacDowell 2000: 1-30; Yunis 2001: 1-26. 

32 E.g. Sealey 1956: 179; Perlman 1963: 351; Sealey 1993: 5 and passim; Sawada 1996; Badian 2000. 

3 See the critique of Konstan 1997a: esp. 62-7. 
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had previously believed A — is only occasionally satisfying. But to go fur- 
ther sometimes requires going beyond the bounds of traditional history. At 
the very least such investigations require a comparative-historical approach. 
Only the knowledge of other cultures’ thinking about war and peace allows 
us accurately to judge what is unique about Athenian thinking and requires 
an explanation specific to Athens, and to judge what it has in common 
with other cultures, in which case a general explanation is often more 
appropriate. I have sought such general explanations by drawing upon the- 
ories and ideas from a variety of fields, namely cognitive psychology, Game 
Theory, international relations theory, and the sociology, anthropology, 
and comparative history of war and peace. Despite the perils of wading 
into the unfamiliar waters of these various disciplines — some of which are 
regarded with suspicion and hostility by scholars of ancient Greek history — 
I believe that, by casting our nets widely, we will gain immeasurably in our 
understanding not only of the what of Athenian thinking but also of the 
why. 


EXPERIENCE AND INTEREST 


Several factors at Athens favored well-informed thinking about foreign 
affairs. Athenians were proud of their high level of political participation 
and knowledge, which was certainly much higher in Athens than it is today 
among the citizens of a modern nation.** A term on the boule, the Council 
of Five Hundred, lasted for a full year and included the vetting of treaties, 
the official reception of foreign embassies, the preparation of proposals, 
and attendance at all assembly meetings. Such service was widespread: 
Mogens Hansen concludes that “over a third of all citizens over eighteen, 
and about two thirds of all citizens over forty, became councilors, some of 
them twice.” Sundry evidence suggests that foreign policy decisions were 
widely discussed away from the official meetings of the assembly and the 
boule.** In short, the intended audience of war oratory was well informed 
and often possessed active political experience. 

The high level of popular involvement in issues of war and peace derived 
both from democratic practices and from the huge impact such decisions 
had on the Athenian population. In the late fifth century, during the course 


34 E.g. Thuc. 2.40.2; I follow here the arguments of Harding 1987: 37. 

35 Hansen 1991: 249. Whether we quarrel with Hansen's exact figures does not influence their basic 
force. See also Dem. 19.17. 

36 E.g. Ar. Lys. 506-28; Thuc. 3.36.4-6; Dem. 4.10—-11, 48-9 (contra Dem. 10.1); 19.288; Theophr. Char. 
26.6. 
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of the Peloponnesian War, the vast majority of Athens’ male citizens saw 
military service. The demographic effect of this war on Athens was greater 
than that of almost any modern war — including the effect of World War 
II on Germany and the Soviet Union: estimates of the decline in Athens’ 
citizen population during the Peloponnesian War range from 45 to 75 
percent, a staggering loss in either case.*” After its defeat, Athens’ enemies 
considered enslaving its entire population. Even in the fourth century, 
when Athenian warfare was less intense, major campaigns could require the 
personal service of more than a quarter of the citizen population. The one 
thousand deaths and two thousand captured at Chaeronea in 338 were at 
least 10 percent of the male citizen population; the effect of this single day 
is comparable in percentage terms to the losses of the main combatants 
during the whole of World War I.** The Athenians had every reason to sit 
up and pay attention when war was on the agenda — and all indications 
suggest that they did. 

Athenian politicians sometimes held the elected position of stratégos, 
general, but their political power depended mainly on their ability to 
persuade the assembly. Foreign policy was one of the most common topics 
for deliberation. In a fourth-century, pseudo-Platonic dialogue Socrates 
assumes that Alcibiades’ entrance to political life will involve giving the 
assembly advice on “who they should make peace with and who they should 
go to war with and how.”*? Although the discussion in the Alcibiades moves 
on to his knowledge of the just and the advantageous, Aristotle’s Rhetoric 
details the range of specific knowledge required of the deliberative orator: 


As to Peace and War, he must know the extent of the military strength of his 
country, both actual and potential, and also the nature of that actual and potential 
strength; and further, what wars his county has waged, and how it has waged 
them. He must know these facts not only about his own country, but also about 
neighboring countries; and also about countries with which war is likely, in order 
that peace may be maintained with those stronger than his own, and that his own 
may have power to make war or not against those that are weaker. He should 
know, too, whether the military power of another country is like or unlike that 


37 Aron 1964: 378-9; Strauss 1986: 81, 86 n. 54. 

38 Gaubatz 1999: 167-70. N. Ferguson 1999: 299 table 35 shows that WWI deaths for France were 
13.3 percent of males aged 15-49, Britain and Ireland together lost 6.3 percent, and Germany 
12.5 percent. For the number of male Athenian citizens I have used 30,000, the high estimate of 
Hansen 1991: 92-3 (see also Hansen 1985). Lower estimates, such as the 20,000 favored by, for 
example, A. H. M. Jones 1957: 75-96 and Sekunda 1992: 312, 316-18, would make the casualties at 
Chaeronea proportionally even more significant. 

[P1.] Adc. I 107d. Denyer 2001: 14-26 has recently defended the authenticity of this dialogue, but 
see the criticisms of Joyal 2003. Even if this dialogue is not Platonic, it was probably written shortly 
after Plato’s death by an Academic philosopher (Cooper and Hutchinson 1997: 558). 
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of his own; for this is a matter that may affect their relative strength. With that 
end in view he must, besides, have studied the wars of other countries as well as 
those of his own, and the way they ended; similar causes are likely to have similar 
results. 4° 


Thus even a work on rhetoric emphasizes that not just oratorical skill 
but a detailed knowledge of foreign affairs and of war was crucial for a 
deliberative speaker. In addition to this factual knowledge, speakers needed 
to be familiar with the types of arguments that carried conviction. This 
knowledge encompassed more than rhetorical techniques.“ It required 
speakers to understand and to be able to explain the motivations behind the 
actions of city-states. It involved knowing the grounds on which Athenians 
judged the actions of cities, both their own and others. 

Aspiring statesmen may have acquired this knowledge from more 
experienced friends or relatives, by regular attendance at the assembly or 
the boule, by serving on the jury at political trials, by acting as a proxenos 
for another state, or by reading works of history. Last but not least, most 
important politicians, including all the authors of our core speeches, had 
served on diplomatic missions to other states.** These delegations extended 
over weeks, if not months, of travel, shared meals, and conversation. They 
could involve the making of individual speeches by every member of the 
embassy — sometimes to another city’s assembly. Participation on an 
embassy could be taken to imply special knowledge and thus culpability in 
the event of a bad outcome. Conversely, speakers such as Demosthenes 
could claim expertise on foreign policy matters: according to him the 
crisis of Philip’s seizure of Elatea required not just a rich and patriotic 
man, but one who had followed the course of affairs from the beginning 
and understood why Philip had acted as he did.** On other occasions too, 
Demosthenes made claims for superior insight and inside information. 


4° Arist. Rh. 1.4.1359b34—1360a5. Cf. Arist. RA. 2.22.1396a5—15; Xen. Mem. 3.6.8—10; Thuc. 1.801, 141-3. 

4° Contra Lewis 1996: 108-11. 

# See Mosley 1973: 43-7. The embassy service of the known deliberative orators are as follows: 
(1) Andocides’ speech On the Peace resulted from his participation on an embassy to Sparta. (2) and 
(3) Aeschines and Demosthenes had been on embassies to Philip, two of which provide the subject 
of their speeches On the False Embassy. Aeschines had also addressed the Arcadian assembly (Dem. 
19.303-6). Demosthenes was a member of at least six embassies from 346 to 338 (Mosley 1973: 46-7), 
including three to the Peloponnese (Yunis 2001: 155 on Dem. 18.79; cf. 9.72) and his emergency 
mission to Thebes (Dem. 18.178-9). (4) Hegesippus, possibly the author of On Halonnesus, went 
on an embassy that visited a number of Peloponnesian cities (Dem. 9.72) and on another embassy 
to Philip (Dem. 19.331). (5) Hyperides, author of Against Diondas and perhaps of On the Treaty 
with Alexander was on embassies to Rhodes and perhaps Cos and Chios (Ryder 2000: 78 on Diod. 
16.77.2; Hyp. frs. 5, 6). We also hear that Callistratos addressed the Messenian assembly (Ar. RA. 
3.17.1418b7—11). Aeschin. 3.242 assumes that service as an ambassador implies skill in speaking. 

8 Dem. 19.5. 44 Dem. 18.172. Cf. Dem. 1.21 and 5.4-12. 
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But, although he often berated his audience for their contentiousness, 
indulgence of traitors, and their apathy, he never chided them for simple 
ignorance.“ 


THE STRUCTURE OF ATHENIAN THINKING 


Thus deliberative speeches were typically delivered by experts to a well- 
informed and interested audience. But to what extent do their myriad 
appeals and varied arguments derive from a coherent way of understand- 
ing and judging the actions of states? Extreme positions on this question 
are untenable: neither is a fully developed theory of international affairs 
attested nor do our speeches reveal an incoherent jumble of possible argu- 
ments. Rather, we have to come to grips with something that is structured 
and generally coherent, but not rigorously developed or logically consistent. 

The only possible candidate for a comprehensive, philosophical treat- 
ment of interstate relations is a work by Demetrius of Phaleron, a work dat- 
ing well after our surviving speeches and which is no longer extant.*° Earlier 
philosophical treatments of the subject were cursory. What we do possess 
in deliberative speeches are arguments whose primary criterion is their 
appeal to the common sense of the Athenian assembly. These arguments 
were not always consistent when brought face to face with each other — 
as they are in this study. An ancient philosopher attempting to educate and 
change the opinions of a small circle of elite students could often ignore 
or contradict popular presuppositions to maintain consistency; an orator 
could not.*’ For this reason, rather than a straightforward history of ideas, 
on occasion we shall find ourselves engaged in the elucidation of vague, 
unexamined, and sometimes contradictory notions. 

Nevertheless, three considerations suggest that the arguments of war 
oratory did derive from a structured and coherent body of thought and 
feeling, albeit not a tightly systematic one. The first consideration is an ahis- 
torical truth about human thought and culture: it is highly structured both 
in systems of opposed categories and by means of simplifying analogies. 
The second is a historical observation: behind the fifth-century speeches 


45 The exchange between Demosthenes and Aeschines about Demosthenes’ references to several small 
Thracian towns reveals the limits of popular knowledge; the people had not known where these 
places were, but they had learned (Dem. 8.64; 9.15; 10.8; 18.27; 19.156; Aeschin. 3.82). 

46 Scala 1890: 156-8 argues that Demetrius produced a wide-ranging and coherent body of work on 
interstate relations. Wehrli 1949: 62 accepts a general, ethical essay in favor of peace but does not 
believe in a treatise on justice between states (71). 

47 Aristotle’s typical method begins with popular perceptions, but involves their critical analysis (E.g. 
Arist. Eth. Nic. 1.4—5.1095a14—1096a10). 
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in Thucydides lie coherent systems of thinking; we should at least look for 
such coherence in fourth-century speeches. Third, it turns out that many 
apparent contradictions between speakers — or among the speeches of a 
single speaker — are merely a matter of speakers placing more or less weight 
on different types of arguments in different circumstances. 

Crucial to our investigation is the simplicity and “apparent systematicity 
of cultural knowledge.”** In particular, it is the use of a small number of 
simplifying analogies that accounts for much of the coherence of Greek 
thinking about interstate relations. Although systems of analogies do not 
constitute a developed theory, neither are they an unorganized mass.“ 
Especially in recent years, a variety of scholars have treated aspects of 
Athenian politics and foreign policy in terms of relationships or value 
systems within the state.*° 

The use of these analogies was sometimes completely unselfconscious, 
but from the archaic period onwards, people had also argued about, ratio- 
nalized, and justified the behavior of states. For example, the so-called 
“Athenian Theses” found in a number of Athenian speeches in Thucy- 
dides and in the Melian dialogue provide a relatively consistent and still 
influential outline of political Realism. Other scholars have persuasively 
argued that the contrary view of state relations as based on reciprocity was 
older and more prevalent and that it can also be detected in the speeches in 
Thucydides.” Although these two systems of thought often conflict, each 
is anything but random and unorganized. To the extent that Thucydides 
depicts the types of arguments actually presented, we can say that speak- 
ers in the fifth century made arguments deriving from systematic ways of 
understanding the world of the city-states. This yields an a priori likelihood 
that the speeches of the fourth century, too, operated within a context of 
systematic thinking about issues of interstate relation. 

Like speakers in Thucydides, fourth-century orators were prone to 
invoke general laws: property belongs to those who are active and on 


48 Quinn and Holland 1987: 3, 35. 

49 Quinn and Holland 1987: 10. See also Lakoff and Johnson 1980 and the essays collected in Quinn 
and Holland 1987 and Fernandez 1991. 

Herman 1987 and Mitchell 1997 treat the way that the relationship of states interacted and were 
based on the relationship of aristocratic, ritualized friends. Lendon 2000 interprets Spartan foreign 
policy in terms of the reciprocal ethics of Homeric heroes. Davidson 1990: 26-9 examines Isocrates’ 
portrait of imperial Athens as a tyrant lacking self-control. Strauss 1993a: 10 considers “the influence of 
relationships within the domestic domain on concepts and constructs in the politico-jural domain.” 
Crane 1996: 140 discusses how the relationships of the ozkos, though repressed, shape Thucydides’ 
history. Raaflaub 1985 and O. Patterson 1991 discuss how the ideal of a state’s freedom grew out of 
the experience of chattel slavery. 

5 Sealey 1957 and Crane 1998. 
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the spot; free men should be motivated by a sense of shame; to pre-empt 
an attack is the same as self-defense; democracies and oligarchies are natural 
enemies. In addition, arguments for or against particular wars often imply 
a moral framework. In many cases the elucidation of such a framework is 
relatively trivial. If Demosthenes, in arguing that Athens must prosecute a 
war with vigor, stresses that Athens is being attacked, we do not require an 
explicit statement that self-defense was an accepted ground for war. I hope 
to show that the rules invoked by the orators belong to systems of thinking 
just as surely as those in Thucydides have been shown to do. 

Finally we find apparent contradictions between the arguments 
employed by a speaker at different times: most conspicuously Demosthenes 
is sometime moralizing and sometimes calculating in his arguments. These 
inconsistencies may, but do not necessarily, signal an incoherent way of 
thinking. Rather a different weight may be placed on one way of thinking 
or another in different situations. A concern of security and advantage, 
for example, may be more or less exigent according to the specific circum- 
stances. Only extremists would argue that one or another consideration 
must determine policy in absolutely every situation; and, in this respect, 
the Athenians were not extremists. 


THE EVIDENCE 


Our core evidence consists of nineteen speeches.” Fifteen of these were 
delivered in the Athenian assembly; we have already noted their particular 
value. Four were delivered in a law court. Forensic orations share many 
of the advantages of deliberative speeches for our investigation. The large 
Athenian jury panels, five hundred and one or more men, are likely to have 
differed little, if at all, in composition from the assembly as a whole.” The 
need to appeal to shared values and not to offend was even more exigent 
for litigants than for speakers in the assembly. In most cases, individual 
disputes, and not the relationships of states, were their main focus. Even 
such speeches are valuable for the evidence they provide for the penetration 
of militarism into Athenian life: no case was too strong or too weak on 
its own merits, or so unrelated to war, that a reference to the litigants’ 
military service might not prove useful. Even more important are two 
pairs of opposing trial speeches focusing largely on interstate affairs: first, 
Demosthenes’ and Aeschines’ speeches, On the False Embassy, and then 


5 The authenticity of specific speeches and the relationship of our texts to what was actually said in 
the assembly are treated in Appendix 1: Speeches and texts. 
5 Ober 1989: 141-8; cf. Todd 2007: 350-5. 
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Aeschines’ Against Ctesiphon and Demosthenes’ On the Crown. These two 
trials are pre-eminent in their relevance and thus must be added to the 
assembly speeches to constitute our core of nineteen speeches. 

The usefulness of this set of speeches lies in the wide variety of their 
subjects and historical contexts. A short survey will illustrate the range 
of issues addressed and provide some basic historical background. The 
first of these speeches, Andocides’ On the Peace, unsuccessfully advocated 
a peace treaty with Sparta that would have ended the Corinthian War 
in 391. Unfortunately, Andocides’ speech is chronologically isolated; we 
do not possess another assembly speech on foreign affairs for thirty-six 
years. The main group of speeches begins just after the disastrous Social 
War, which ended in 355. In this war Athens was unable to prevent the 
most powerful members of the Second Athenian League from leaving the 
alliance. In the aftermath of the Social War, Athens was left impoverished 
and leading a much less powerful group of allies. In 354 Demosthenes first 
assembly speech, On the Navy-Boards, argues for a different method of 
financing the navy but also discusses the threat of war with Persia. His next 
two preserved speeches, For the Megalopolitans and For the Liberty of the 
Rhodians, concern respectively the risks and rewards of different alliances 
and a proposed intervention in another state’s political conflicts. They also 
include several Realist pronouncements. 

Beginning with the First Philippic in 350, the conflict with Philip II of 
Macedonia came to dominate Demosthenes’ speeches and Athenian foreign 
policy. Despite the exhortations to vigorous action in Demosthenes’ three 
Olynthiacs, Athenian assistance did not succeed in saving Olynthus, which 
fell to Philip in 348. In 346 Athens agreed to a peace treaty with Philip, 
the Peace of Philocrates. Demosthenes at first supported the peace and 
argued against provoking another war in On the Peace. This speech is 
particularly valuable as a complement to those in which he argued for war. 
Soon afterwards, however, Demosthenes took advantage of discontent with 
the Peace of Philocrates to prosecute Aeschines for accepting bribes during 
the negotiations with Macedonia. Aeschines was acquitted in 343: the 
trial speeches of Demosthenes and Aeschines, both entitled On the False 
Embassy, are preserved. These speeches deal as much with the complex 
interstate politics leading up to the Peace of Philocrates as with the charge 
of bribery. The Peace broke down in the late 340s, as Demosthenes argued 
for intransigence towards Macedonia in a series of speeches beginning 


54 Several other courtroom speeches touch upon foreign policy and provide additional evidence: Dem. 
20, 22, 23, 24; Lycurg. Against Leocrates, and the recently discovered Against Diondas by Hyperides 
in Carey et al. (2008). 
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and On the Chersonese. In addition, we possess another speech from this 
period, On Halonnesus, which seems to be by another anti-Macedonian 
statesman, possibly Hegesippus. In 339 Demosthenes arranged an alliance 
with Athens’ long-time enemy Thebes, which possessed a powerful and 
prestigious army to complement Athenian naval power in the fight against 
Philip. These two cities and their allies went down in defeat at Chaeronea 
in 338, a battle which established Macedonian dominance over mainland 
Greece. The speech On the Treaty with Alexander is set in this context and 
advocates war against Macedonia. Although not by Demosthenes, it is by a 
contemporary orator. Finally, we possess two speeches — Aeschines’ Against 
Ctesiphon and Demosthenes’ On the Crown — from the trial of Ctesiphon 
in 330 on the charge of proposing an illegal motion: that Demosthenes 
should be honored with a crown for his patriotism. Although Aeschines’ 
case had a technical aspect, the main issue was Demosthenes’ conduct of 
foreign policy throughout his career and especially his advocacy of the 
anti-Macedonian stance that led to Chaeronea. 

Thus, we possess speeches both in favor of and against various alliances 
and peace treaties. Our speeches argue for wars, against wars, and for the 
more vigorous prosecution of existing wars. We certainly possess in them 
the raw material to delineate Athenian attitudes about war, peace, and 
alliances for the quarter century after the Social War. But questions remain 
and the limits to our evidence need to be acknowledged. How typical are 
these orations of all the many speeches delivered during this period? How 
much will this study tell us about other Greek states? How much about 
the rest of the classical period? 

Of this core of nineteen speeches, fourteen are by Demosthenes. Our 
speeches do not reflect the variety of speakers in the Athenian assembly. 
Nevertheless, it is unlikely that our evidence is seriously misleading. First, 
the five speeches by other orators confirm the basic picture we find in 
Demosthenes.” This impression is confirmed in Against Diondas by the 
anti-Macedonian politician, Hyperides. Like On the Crown, this speech 
presents a defense of Demosthenes’ policies that led to conflict with Mace- 
donia and to the defeat at Chaeronea. Not only the general tenor of the 
speech but even some specific arguments parallel those of Demosthenes.*° 
Although these similarities between these two anti-Macedonian politicians 
are not surprising, they do reassure us that Demosthenes’ attitudes and 


55 See p. 226 for a possible exception. 
56 The close parallels suggest that Hyperides and Demosthenes were at least familiar with each other’s 
speeches and may well have collaborated on them (Carey et al. 2008: 3). 
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arguments were not idiosyncratic. In addition, every orator had to appeal 
to the same basic audience, the Athenian citizenry.” We would expect 
different orators to express different views about interstate relations — and 
some were certainly opposed to the policies of Demosthenes and Hyper- 
ides — but all would have needed to stay within the limits dictated by the 
expectations and shared values of their common audience. 

All of our surviving assembly speeches come from Athens, and thus 
inferences from these speeches are directly applicable only to Athens.’ Did 
the other Greeks share the same attitudes? Since we have much less evidence 
about attitudes outside Athens, a fair degree of agnosticism is appropriate. 

On the one hand, some arguments — for example, that states should 
reciprocate the treatment they receive — are likely to have been as con- 
vincing in Corinth, for example, as in Athens. In On the Peace, deliv- 
ered at Athens, Demosthenes reports a speech he made in the Messenian 
assembly.” The arguments that he claimed to make there are all familiar 
ones and would have been in place at Athens. In addition, that speakers at 
Athens invoked Athens’ reputation among the other Greeks implies shared 
values: the other Greeks are represented as the Athenians’ peers, their val- 
ues are similar, and their good opinion matters to the Athenians.°° Indeed, 
this interplay between Greek communal opinion and the thinking and 
behavior of Athenians will be a frequent concern of this book. 

On the other hand, it seems a priori unlikely that Sparta, for example, a 
land power with a radically different social and political structure, simply 
mirrored Athenian attitudes and policies. Scholars such as G. E. M. de 
Ste. Croix and Paul Cartledge have made strong arguments that Sparta 
conducted a distinctive foreign policy.“ In the absence of evidence com- 
parable to the assembly speeches from outside Athens, one cannot rule out 
fundamental differences — in the case both of Sparta and of other non- 
Athenian states such as Macedonia — but I still suspect that what varied 
between Greek city-states was primarily the weight given to different types 
of arguments. 

Even this compromise would be hard to prove. Such an argument is 
anyway not this book’s concern. Rather, my focus is on understanding 
Athenian thinking. It might therefore be safest to talk exclusively of “Athe- 
nian” thinking, alliances, wars, and policy — and I will usually follow this 
practice. In some cases, however, to use “Athenian” might imply a false 


57 I discuss below the extent to which values were shared: pp. 39—48 and 256-64. 

58 See below, Chapter 5. 5 Dem. 5.20-5. 6 See pp. 208-9. 

& Ste. Croix 1972: 89-166; Cartledge 1987: esp. 34-54, 77-98, 116-38, 242-73. Compare Xen. Hell. 
5.2.32 with Dem. 23.100. 
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contrast with the rest of Greece. Accordingly, I occasionally use “Greek” 
to describe more general values and commonly accepted standards and 
switch to “Athenian” when discussing more detailed inferences from Athe- 
nian speeches. 

We encounter a similar problem when it comes to the chronological 
scope of this project. Insofar as Athenian attitudes and values changed over 
time, the assembly speeches are valid evidence only for their own time 
period. Eighteen of our nineteen speeches fall within the twenty-four years 
from 354 to 330. Athenian options and policies in this period were limited 
by its previous loss in the Social War. Athens was still the most populous 
city in Greece, but it stood at the head not of an extensive league but of 
a reduced number of mainly smaller cities, whose protection often turned 
out to be beyond Athens’ capability. And starting in the late 350s, Athenian 
foreign policy came to be dominated by a defensive struggle against the 
rising power of Macedonia. 

This historical context affects our evidence in at least three ways. Most 
directly Athens’ circumstances determined the types of issues discussed in 
the assembly. Although the speeches deal with a wide variety of issues, the 
struggle against Philip is disproportionately represented. Second, Athens’ 
conception of its interests changed with its decline in power; as we shall 
see, the calculations of a weakened and vulnerable Athens were motivated 
more by a fear of power than by a taste for it. Athenian values too may 
have reflected its new perspective: we might expect to find, in a weaker 
Athens, a greater sympathy for the right to independence, a less conditional 
stand against aggression, and an attenuated view of what leadership of the 
Greek world entailed. How Athenian thinking reflected its new situation 
is a subject for subsequent chapters. The point here is that we cannot 
automatically generalize about Athenian attitudes in all periods based on 
evidence concentrated in one period. 

As in the case of the Athenocentric nature of our evidence, a compromise 
position is most appealing. Many of the ways of thinking I detail were long- 
standing and deeply ingrained; their main lines did not vary with Athens’ 
fortunes. In these cases, I will not hesitate to supplement the oratorical 
evidence with material from earlier historical accounts.” In contrast, to 
demonstrate an alteration in Athenian thinking is a more difficult propo- 
sition and often impossible. In particular, it is hard to distinguish change 
in Athenian attitudes from changes in the existence or nature of our evi- 
dence. Does a difference between Thucydides’ speakers and Demosthenes 


& See pp. 22-3. 
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indicate a shift in mainstream attitudes or the Thucydidean outlook of the 
former? We will find that the basic picture of Athenian thinking drawn 
from our extant assembly speeches holds true for much of the classical 
period. The nuances, detail, and emphases may be specific to the period 
of our evidence, but only occasionally will we be able to say with much 
certainty what has changed and when. 

These nineteen speeches provide our best evidence. Several other sources 
are also valuable: funeral orations, works of rhetorical theory, actual treaties 
between states, the pamphlets of Isocrates, the views of ancient historians 
such as Thucydides, and the speeches presented within their works, and 
finally the philosophical works of Plato and Aristotle. 

As public pronouncements, funeral orations provide valuable evidence. 
They present an idealizing picture of Athenian wars and their motivations. 
Because they aim to appeal to a mass audience, they allow us to discern 
the guiding ideals of Athenian policy. In particular, Hyperides’ Funeral 
Oration (322 BC) was unusually focused on contemporary events and gives 
us a picture of the various justifications of the Lamian War only slightly 
later than the period of our other speeches. 

Ancient works of rhetorical theory can be useful for understanding 
ancient literature in a variety of genres. The usefulness to our project 
of Aristotle’s Rhetoric and the pseudo-Aristotelian Rhetoric to Alexander is 
more limited for two main reasons.” First, rhetorical theory developed 
by generalizations from effective speeches. Its application to other genres 
such as history may allow new insights, but its reapplication by scholars to 
effective speeches is essentially a circular process. Conversely, the develop- 
ment of rhetorical theory independent of oratorical practice may result in 
prescriptions that were not adhered to in practice and thus do not inform 
us about the views admissible in the Athenian assembly.°! Second, the 
writers of rhetorical treatises seem to have better access to forensic than to 
deliberative speeches. Most assembly speeches were not written down and 
circulated: of the few assembly speeches that were available to readers in 
antiquity, surprisingly enough, almost all have survived.” Aristotle and the 


63 Although difficult questions surround the time of composition and unity of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, it 
was essentially contemporaneous with our speeches: Kennedy 1996: 417 gives the outside limits for 
its period of composition as 360-334. 

The Rhetoric to Alexander mentions no event later than 341 (Rackham 1937: 258 n. a) and a version 
of it is attested on papyrus by 300 (Chiron 2007: 102). It may have been put into its final form in the 
early third century but seems to represent and draw its examples from the oratory of earlier periods 
including our own. Most scholars believe that Anaximenes was the author, but this judgment is not 
certain (Chiron 2007: 102-4). 

Carey 1994: esp. 43-4. 
Hansen 1984: 60, 68. Trevett 1996a argues that Aristotle consulted the texts of neither forensic nor 
assembly speeches. 
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author of the Rhetoric to Alexander may have attended or been informed 
about speeches in the Athenian assembly.°° We should not, however, pic- 
ture either author as carefully reading many now lost works, a process 
that adds weight to, for example, Aristotle’s insights about Greek drama 
in the Poetics. Although several generalizations and examples from these 
works are nevertheless valuable — the Rhetoric to Alexander, in particular, 
is less theoretical and seems a better guide to typical practices” — our 
own consideration of the surviving speeches will prove to be of greater 
importance. 

Treaties between states codify interstate agreements. When preserved on 
the original stone steles — rather than in a historian’s account — classical 
Greek treaties possess an unparalleled authenticity: they reveal the actual 
words of a decree passed by the assembly. And indeed, the wording of 
treaties of alliance will prove helpful to our investigation of reciprocity, 
legalism, and the egalitarian ethos between states. Unfortunately, although 
there are exceptions — such as the programmatic statements and promises of 
autonomy in the decree of Aristoteles — treaties usually present us with the 
result of deliberations, not the deliberations themselves. Only occasionally 
do they allow us to discern much about the chain of reasoning that led to 
it. For this, again, the speeches are superior. 

Two works of Isocrates, On the Peace and Archidamus, recreate speeches, 
at Athens and Sparta respectively, on issues of war and peace. We know 
from his Panathenaicus that Isocrates never addressed even the Athenian 
assembly — and the Archidamus purports to represent the speech of a Spar- 
tan king to the Spartans.°* These were pamphlets and were not constrained 
by the need to appeal to the values of the Athenian common people.” It 
shows. The Archidamus presents many typical arguments for intransigence 
and is useful for establishing that a certain argument was indeed a staple 
of war oratory. But it also places special emphasis on the slavishness of 
Spartas opponents, an attitude perhaps appropriate to Spartas attempts 
to reconquer Messenia, but rare in Athenian assembly speeches. Isocrates’ 
On the Peace, written in the aftermath of the disastrous Social War, attacks 
popular and emotionally charged ceremonies of Athenian militarism and 
patriotism. It also advocates an anti-imperialist theory of foreign policy 


66 Metics, such as Aristotle, could watch the proceedings of the assembly from a special section in the 
back (Hansen 1987: 89). 

67 Chiron 2007: 97. 68 Tsoc. 12.9-11. 

69 The Archidamus was probably a rhetorical exercise without political conviction (Baynes 1955: 161; 
Harding 1974), but I follow the arguments of Moysey 1982 (followed by Davidson 1990: 21 n. 3) 
against Harding 1974 that On the Peace advocated a policy for Athens and was not just a rhetorical 
display: the parallels between the two works are not so close as Harding argues, and Isoc. 15.62—-6 
explicitly claims a serious political purpose for On the Peace. 
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according to which advantage always follows morality. Although scholars 
have connected the arguments of On the Peace with a moderate strain of 
Athenian foreign policy thinking,”° the starkness of his attacks on mili- 
tarism, atypical even for Isocrates, and the moralistic tenor of his advice 
are unparalleled among the active statesmen who had to appeal to the 
assembly. Isocrates’ On the Peace will usually serve as a foil for mainstream 
opinions. 

The relationship of the classical historians, especially Thucydides and 
Xenophon, to the extant assembly speeches — and thus to this project — is 
a complex one.” Their own attitudes towards issues of war and peace have 
been subject to the most intense study.’* This scholarship is fundamental to 
our basic understanding of the standards applied to the conduct of Greek 
city-states — and will, of course, inform this work. The speeches presented 
within the historians are comparable to our core deliberative speeches. 
Although they are shorter than actual assembly speeches, they encapsulate 
foreign policy arguments and are more numerous than our extant orations. 
Unfortunately, two problems diminish their value for this project. First, 
the history of Thucydides and to a lesser extent that of Xenophon were 
written in and about different periods than those of our assembly speeches. 
Second, a speech composed by a historian for inclusion in his work need not 
contain only arguments that would actually have appealed to the assembled 
people. A historical speech, when read in conjunction with the surrounding 
narrative, may aim to provide a lesson for the elite reader rather than to 
depict an actual meeting of the assembly.” It may reflect nothing more 
than the idiosyncratic ideas of the individual historian. 

The speeches in Thucydides and Xenophon do not provide dependable 
evidence for popular views and cannot be lumped indiscriminately with the 
deliberative speeches of a later period. Nevertheless, I shall frequently note 
parallels between historiographical speeches and actual assembly speeches. 
These suggest, first, a certain degree of continuity in Athenian thinking over 
time. Second, this rough congruence between the two bodies of evidence 


7° Romilly 1954. 

7 Herodotus does not report speeches at Athens and his evidence concerns an even earlier period than 
that of Thucydides. Speeches preserved in Diodorus’ much later history are too likely to contain 
anachronistic notions to provide useful evidence. 

7 Sealey 1957, Momigliano 1966, and Cobet 1986, for example, treat the subject explicitly, but a 
large fraction of the scholarship on Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon covers or touches on 
their understanding of war and peace, often under the heading of imperialism. See Crane 1998 and 
Dillery 1995 for recent treatments — with bibliography — of Thucydides’ and Xenophon’s outlooks 
respectively. 

73 For bibliography see Morrison 2006. 
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suggests that most historical speeches present arguments well within the 
mainstream of Athenian thinking. 

Plato’s and Aristotle’s comments on the legitimate grounds for and 
root cause of war are brief; the subject was not of central interest to 
them.”* Their overriding political concern was the internal organization 
of the state and society. War was of interest mainly in that it affected 
this.” These philosophers do briefly treat issues of war and peace. Aristotle 
sketches out the grounds that would justify a good state in going to war; 
Plato distinguishes between natural and sick wars; he also indicates what 
he considers to be the root cause of actual Greek wars. Together they 
seem to present us with a convenient précis of Greek thinking about war, 
whose weight as evidence is increased by their intellectual stature. These 
specious advantages have, unfortunately, contributed to several distortions 
in modern scholarship, for these philosophers were neither themselves 
typical Athenians nor did they represent more common views fairly. Just 
as their views of how a state should be governed were patently atypical 
and their depiction of democracy tendentious, so too their views about 
foreign policy did not reflect popular thinking and practices; their ideas 
were developed in opposition to mainstream conceptions and as criticisms 
of democratic foreign policy. Two contrasts are striking. 

First, Plato and Aristotle put more emphasis on ethnocentrism and hier- 
archy respectively in their own justifications for wars than was common 
at Athens. As we shall see, Athenian thinking about states contained an 
ethnocentric and a hierarchical strain.”° But it also contained a strongly 
egalitarian tendency and, as is well known, the Panhellenic ideal was hon- 
ored almost exclusively in the breach. Most important, Athenians typically 
argued for or against wars on the grounds of their prospective enemy's 
conduct, not his status. 

Second, Plato argues — and Aristotle may imply — that the root cause of 
actual Greek wars was the greed engendered by the desires of the body. This 
theory not only implies a crass and bloody materialism, but also hypocrisy. 
All Athenian talk of honor, justice, and freedom can be reduced not merely 
to calculations of interest and security — the Realist critique to be explored 
in Chapter 7 — but to the crudest avarice in the service of a deplorable 


74 See Appendix 2: Plato and Aristotle on the causes of war. 

75 E.g. Garlan 1989: 32. Most famously, the need to fight wars motivated the origins of the guardian 
class in Pl. Resp. 2.373d-374e. Cf. Pl. Leg. 4.706a—707d with Vidal-Naquet 1986b: 95-7. Aristotle’s 
Politics, too, is intensely concerned with the effects of warfare and the military on internal politics, 
e.g. Arist. Pol. 2.1268a15—40, 2.1274a12—15, 3.1279a39—b4, 3.1288a12—-15, 4.1289b33—40, 4.1297b1-28, 
5.1302b27-31, 5.1304a20-9, 6.1319a20—4, 6.1321a5—26, 7.1327a40—bI5, 7.1329 a2—17. 

76 See pp. 77-84, 97-107. 
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sensuality. This makes Plato's critique one of the most uncompromising of 
the unmasking attacks on Athenian foreign policy thinking. It is also one 
of the least persuasive: in our period in particular, warfare was viewed as an 
expensive rather than a lucrative activity: orators had to present compelling 
arguments to justify war's cost.”” 

Plato and Aristotle disapproved of Athenian foreign policy both in itself 
and as part of their generally hostile attitude towards democracy; those 
modern scholars who place too much credence in their testimony tend also 
to take an excessively cynical approach both to Athenian foreign policy 
and to the thinking behind it. Indeed, they have often combined into 
one dreary composite Plato’s and Aristotle’s caricature of Athenian thought 
together with the theories these philosophers erected in opposition to it. 
Since the latter — natural hierarchies and slavery as well as ethnocentrism — 
are now also objectionable, we end up with a distorted and remarkably 
unattractive picture of the Athenians: they not only were motivated by 
a greed that belies all their professions of morality or patriotism but also 
fought their wars to acquire slaves or out of enmity to non-Greeks. This 
was not the case. 

Our final category of evidence, a subset of speeches in the historians 
and subject to the same caveats, are those purported to have been given by 
generals before battles.” The circumstances of these speeches mean that 
they aimed to inspire and enrage, but not to deliberate about war or peace; 
that had already been done. Thus these speeches tend to distill the purely 
emotional appeals of assembly speeches — and add to them military advice 
and encouragement. On a few key issues, the speeches of generals provide 
an illuminating contrast with the assembly speeches. 

My inclusion of any evidence that can help understand Greek thinking 
is surely unobjectionable. But the focus of this book on deliberative oratory 
is not merely a neutral one on the most useful of a number of sources. It is 
also a reaction against an excessive reliance on atypical evidence addressed 
to elite audiences, for example, the pamphlets of Isocrates and a few short 
passages in Aristotle and Plato.”? These sources have the appeal of being 
more explicitly systematic in their approach than actual assembly speeches. 
But warning lights and sirens should go offin the heads of historians when- 
ever they find themselves reduced to using Plato or Isocrates to illustrate 
Greek popular thinking. In addition to the a priori consideration that these 


77 See pp. 29-35. 
78 Hansen 1993 argues that generals did not actually address their troops at length, but see Pritchett 
2002 and the plausible middle position of Ehrhard 1995. 


79 See pp. 73-7; 259-64, 276-8. 
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authors’ opinions are manifestly and blatantly atypical in a host of other 
areas, the very fact of recourse is a bad sign: why do none of the nineteen 
speeches on foreign affairs not mention this argument or illustrate this way 
of thinking? We do not possess as many speeches as we would like, but we 
do have enough to give this argument from silence some weight. If Isocrates 
alone is obsessed with the desirability of an offensive Panhellenic crusade 
or if he alone claims that moral conduct is always in a state’s interest, this 
may not be a fluke of survival. Such isolation suggests that these arguments 
were unusual. 


SYNOPSIS 


After the present introduction, I begin by treating ways of thinking that 
derived from the internal structure of Athenian society. Chapter 2 consid- 
ers the role of economic motivations in Athenian deliberations: war had 
become and was known to be a losing proposition financially, but we do 
find a distinction between the effect of this on the rich and on the poor, 
with the latter more likely to favor risky or aggressive policies. Chapter 3 
considers whether Athens’ militaristic culture was a decisive factor in 
Athens’ recourse to war. Athens was not unusual either in its militarism or 
its propensity to make war, but aspects of its culture such as a distorted 
and triumphalist version of Athenian history tended to make Athens too 
optimistic about the possible outcome of a war and thus more likely to 
go to war. In Chapter 4, “The unequal treatment of states,” I turn to the 
extent to which the Athenians made decisions based on the type of state 
with which they were dealing rather than just the state’s actions; consider- 
ations of ethnicity, religion, and politics played a demonstrable but limited 
role in Athenian decisions. Although states were — and are — manifestly 
different in power, hierarchies among states were generally censured and 
concealed rather than celebrated or valorized. 

The next two chapters analyze analogies between the domestic and 
interstate sphere. Chapter 5, “Household metaphors,” explores the way that 
orators evoked relationships within the household in their arguments about 
Athenian foreign policy. In their relations with other states the Athenians 
were not supposed to act like slaves or women, but should rather act like real 
men and live up to the example of their forefathers. Chapter 6, “Defense 
and attack,” examines the way that the individual right of self-defense was 
applied to the relations of states. Orators attempt to rouse the emotions 
associated with an attack on a man, his house, or family and bring them 
to bear on the relation of Athens with a supposedly threatening state. A 
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further extension of the base idea of personal self-defense was the argument 
that even aggressive action might be justified to prevent a putative future 
attack. 

The next three chapters explore types of arguments more familiar to 
modern conceptions of international relations. Chapter 7, “Calculations 
of interest,” examines the amoral, calculating approach to foreign rela- 
tions in classical Athens. Although considerations of interest were always 
important, attacks on morality among states seem to have aimed mainly 
at countering overly emotional policies rather than to have stemmed from 
an overarching Realist philosophy. One particular type of calculation well 
attested in fourth-century Athens was the notion of a balance of power: 
Athens needed to prevent any other city from growing too powerful. This 
policy had profound practical and ideological consequences. Chapter 8 on 
“Reciprocity” considers the idea that states, like people, needed to pay back 
in kind the benefactions or the wrongs they have received. This way of 
thinking implied a certain morality but was also relatively advantageous 
as a long-term strategy in an arena lacking central authority, the world of 
states. Chapter 9 argues that the conception of states as bound by laws 
played a major role in Athenian judgments. The universal agreement that 
treaties should be obeyed and the various attempts to solve disputes through 
arbitration suggest that many Athenians hoped to duplicate in the Greek 
world the success of law in curbing violence within Athens. 

Finally, in Chapter 10, I consider general attitudes towards war and 
peace. Although it was widely accepted that peace was preferable to war, 
this predilection was far from an absolute. Different groups found the 
advantages and moral superiority of peace compelling to different extents. 
The most fundamental criticisms of war came from elite, intellectual circles; 
active politicians plainly differed in their willingness to resort to war but 
within a more narrow range. 


CHAPTER 2 


Economics 


General explanations of war tend to stress either internal or external factors. 
They locate the source of war in something within the state — for example 
an economy requiring imperialism or a militaristic culture — or find it in 
the external relationships of a state with other states — for example, one 
state may desire to check the growing power of another. Neorealists, in 
the discipline of International Relations, aim for a parsimonious theory of 
state behavior and argue that external factors have predominant explana- 
tory force.' The primary evidence for this view — which may initially be 
shocking to most historians — is the similarity of the basic foreign policy 
decisions made by a wide variety of states: “all sorts of states with every 
imaginable variation of economic and social institution and of political 
ideology have fought wars”; “events repeat themselves endlessly.”* Crucial 
to this argument’s plausibility is the fact that it only tries to explain basic 
foreign policy decisions. Neorealists candidly admit that “Structures never 
tell us all that we want to know. Instead they tell us a small number of 
big and important things.” Historians typically aim for a more complete 
explanation of a particular war: they pay careful attention to the nature 
of the states involved and how this shaped the course of events.* Some 
theories of imperialism or militarism reverse the Neorealist position and 
attempt exhaustive internal explanations.’ They argue, for example, that 
a militaristic culture or society accounts for decisions to go to war more 
often or more completely than any external threat or goal. 

On the one hand, this book does not have theoretical parsimony as 
one of its aims but seeks a thorough understanding; there is no reason to 


* Waltz 1979 is the foundational text for this approach. 

2 Waltz 1979: 37 and 66; Gaubatz 1999: 5. Cf. Hall 2007: 86. 

3 Waltz 1986: 329. See also Mearsheimer 2001: 11, 395. 

4 Among Greek historians see, e.g., Kagan 1961: 322; Wolpert 2001: 79; van Wees 2004: 43. 

5 E.g. Hobson 1938 (orig. 1902): e.g. 12; Lenin 1939 (orig. 1916, 1920): e.g. 9; Schumpeter 1951: e.g. 7, 
37-8, 49, 83-4. 
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focus on the external relations of states to the exclusion of other causes. 
Internal factors did play a role. On the other hand, assembly speeches focus 
far more on the relations of states than they make explicit reference to or 
even play upon internal reasons for foreign policy decisions. Accordingly I 
consider internal factors that shaped Athenian foreign policy but will not 
give them primacy at the expense of the stated arguments based on which 
the assembly seems to have made its decisions. I will be arguing against the 
Neorealist and the militarist/imperialist theories for a middle and inclusive 
approach — a position hardly surprising for a historian. 

This chapter and the next will consider the role of Athens’ social structure 
in the genesis of wars. I will evaluate the actual role that (1) economic 
considerations and (2) a militaristic culture played in Athenian foreign 
policy decisions. Although these factors did predispose the Athenians — or 
subsets of the Athenians — to be more or less likely to go to war, there was 
still plenty of latitude for discretion: the Athenians considered each war, 
peace treaty, or alliance largely on its own merits rather than with a strong 
prejudice in favor of going to war or for avoiding war. 

Scholars have implicated three economic factors in Athens’ putative 
readiness to go to war. The first theory does not just apply to Athens but 
claims a wide scope. It holds that the concentration of wealth within a state 
is a cause of social stress and hence belligerence.° Since there is little or no 
evidence for such a concentration in Athens until the Hellenistic period, 
we do not need to consider this possibility further.’ Second, given the slow 
pace — or, as some hold, the lack of technological advance — the Athenian 
economy could not grow internally.® If Athens was to become richer overall, 
it could do so only through war or imperialism, which usually involved war. 
Third, Athens depended on trade. In particular, although Attica provided 
some of its own food, it required large amounts of imported grain. Some 
scholars have posited that Athenian aggressiveness in foreign policy was 
due to its need to ensure the supply of corn — an object of concern amply 
attested in contemporary sources. These two possibilities will be considered 
in the next two sections. 


6 E.g. Hobson 1938: 85; also 58, 93, 127, 196. 

7 French 1991: 30 contra Fuks 1972: 26; H. Miller 1984: 154; Chaniotis 2005: 14-15. Even Ste. Croix, 
who argues that there was a growing concentration of wealth and displacement of peasants in the 
classical period, sees less of this trend in Athens because of its democracy (1983: 294-5). 

8 War results from socioeconomic problems: Fuks 1972; Pecirka 1982: 122-3; Soesberger 1982-3; Car- 
tledge 1990: 465 on Garlan; Dillery 1993: 9 (implicitly); Chaniotis 2005: 14. See Saller 2002 for the 
extent to which internal growth was possible in the ancient world. Cf. van Wees 2004: 36. 
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PROFITABLE WARS? 


There were a number of ways in which warfare could materially benefit 
the Athenians. Occasionally warfare led to the capture of valuable booty.’ 
Kendrick Pritchett has collected an extensive list of cases where the acqui- 
sition of booty was given as the reason for war. None of these refer to 
Athens in our period, but they do make it clear that the hope for plun- 
der could, in some circumstances, stand among the motivations for war. 
The desire to acquire land was another possible motivation. Borderlands 
were always in play, and towns such as Oropus were sometimes subject to 
Athens and sometimes to Thebes. In the main, however, Athens was more 
successful in acquiring land from maritime states in the Aegean, usually by 
the establishment of cleruchies, settlements of Athenians sent overseas into 
the territory of a less powerful state. In the fifth century cleruchies were one 
of the most important perquisites of the Athenian empire. In the fourth 
century these usually originated in an allied state’s request for assistance 
and protection from Athens against a threatening neighbor — as in the case 
of Potidaea."' These settlements, an outgrowth of Athenian power, if not 
always aggression, must have provided land for some poor citizens.'* The 
desire for more cleruchies might have given Athens an incentive to play an 
active role especially on the north coast of the Aegean, where Athens had 
established cleruchies in both the fifth and the fourth centuries and where 
its interests would first collide with those of Philip of Macedon. 

The tribute that Athens had collected in the fifth century, to its great 
benefit, was not an option by the time of Demosthenes. The funds of the 
Second Athenian League, now called contributions rather than tribute, 
were never diverted to Athenian use.’ Only during the Social War did 
Athens extort extra money from its allies, which it used to pay part — 
and only part — of the expenses of that war. But even if we eliminate 
regular tribute from league members as a “perk” of empire, there were still 
all the other material benefits of war — not to mention that non-league 
members were not exempt from Athenian exactions. So, at first blush, it 
seems that a hope for profit may have influenced the Athenians as they 
cast their votes in the assembly, especially if we allow that the Athenians 
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Dem. 20.77 (Chabrias: 3,000 captives and 110 talents); Dem. 24.11 (9 talents); Isae. 11.48-9 (priva- 
teering). Cf. Sealey 1966: 241 and Rawlings 1977 on the purpose of the Delian League; Chaniotis 
2005: 130 on plunder as a goal of Hellenistic wars. 
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remembered, and keenly missed, the wealth made possible by the fifth- 
century empire.'* 

Xenophon’s Poroi and Isocrates’ On the Peace present counter-arguments 
against the notion that Athens could become wealthy through war.” This 
would seem to indicate that at least some other Athenians did in fact have 
this hope. How much weight we should place on these claims is less clear. 
To begin with, these are not assembly speeches and both works are quite 
atypical in several respects. More important, Xenophon and Isocrates may 
be constructing a straw man — similar to Plato’s and Aristotle’s negative 
portrayals of democratic foreign policy — by portraying Athenian activism 
as motivated only by greed. 

The evidence of assembly speeches is more straightforward. In these 
we hear little about material gain and a great deal about the high cost of 
war. One could, of course, explain this by saying that there was a certain 
reticence about admitting going to war for profit, especially in the assem- 
bly, whose proceedings were considered to be broadcast to Greece. Going 
to war for the sake of material gain might have been something to be 
ashamed of and perhaps would not be mentioned.” This line of argument 
runs into problems when we consider Athenian oratorical appraisals of the 
motivation of other states. In these cases Athenian speakers had no vested 
interest or concern for the reputation of the state involved. For example, 
Demosthenes argues that Thebes fought against Philip despite the lure of 
the cattle, slaves, and other loot they would have taken from Attica, if 
they had helped Philip.® Demosthenes portrays profit as a possible moti- 
vation of foreign policy, but obviously not a decisive one in this case. 
In Against Aristocrates, Demosthenes counters the argument of a certain 
Aristomachus. Aristomachus claimed that Cersobleptes, a Thracian king, 
would never provoke a war with Athens by seizing the Chersonese, because 
war would be contrary to his economic interests.'? Although Demos- 
thenes concedes the premise that Cersobleptes would lose considerable 
revenues and gain little by such a move, he counters that such considera- 
tions do not always determine actions. Among the many counter-examples 
he claims to know, Demosthenes cites the case of Philip of Macedon, 
who could be enjoying the revenues of his own country without risk 


14 Badian 1995. 

15 Isoc. 8.7-8, 19—20, 122, 125, 128, 140, passim; Xen. Vect. 3.6-8; 5.11—12. 16 See pp- 21-2, 259-64. 

17 Finley's position is particularly vulnerable here. He argues that the ancients had no moral objections 
to successful imperialism, which makes it hard to explain their need to provide specious rationales 
for such conduct (M. Finley 1978a: 5). 

8 Dem. 18.213. 19 Dem. 23.110. 
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had he not seized Amphipolis — because of overconfidence attendant on 
success. *° 

Two inferences from these passages are significant: profits were consid- 
ered an important, but not always decisive, determinant of war or peace; 
economic considerations could just as easily keep a city from war as drive 
it to it. Philip, and prospectively Cersobleptes, are condemned not for 
seeking profit in their policies, but for making or planning economically 
foolish gambles in their arrogance. 

For Athens itself in the mid fourth century, the main conception of 
the economic results of war is clear: money was a prerequisite for waging 
war, not a result of it.” One long passage in Isocrates is telling: he praises 
at length the campaigns of Timotheus, emphasizing how great was his 
success — “He made you masters of twenty-four cities.”** But rather than 
detailing the profits of these outstanding endeavors, Isocrates emphasizes 
five times how little money Timotheus required from Athens for the con- 
duct of these wars.” Demosthenes, too, again and again assumes that 
warfare entails monetary costs and urges the Athenians to impose these 
costs fairly and then to be willing to make sacrifices on behalf of their 
state. He exhorts the poorer citizens to serve in person and the rich to 
support the war monetarily. Conversely, he often deplores how the Atheni- 
ans’ security and honor have suffered owing to their unwillingness to incur 
the necessary costs.” 

In many of these cases Demosthenes is arguing for distant expeditions 
with a small fraction of the Athenians’ full strength. A complete mobiliza- 
tion for a war in Attica would be far more costly: 


[I]f you were obliged to take the field yourselves for a bare month, drawing from 
Attica the necessary supplies — I am assuming that there is no enemy in this 
country — I suppose your farmers would lose more than the sum spent upon the 
whole of the previous war. But if war comes within our borders, at what figure 
must we assess our losses? And you must add the insolence of the enemy and 
ignominy of our position, greater than any loss in a wise man’s estimation.*° 


Here Demosthenes argues first in materialist terms that the cost of war 
close at hand would be greater than one in the north. Neither type of 
war would result in profits and, thus, both are exceptions to a materialist 
explanation of warfare — at least on Athens’ side. 


7° Dem. 23.111-13. See also Dem. 4.34 and 2.15-17 on the profits and discontents of war for the 
Macedonians. 

Dem. 14.9. See also Gillis 1970: 201. 22 Tsoc. 15.113. 

23 Isoc. 15.108, 109, III, 113 bis. 24 Dem. 1.19—20} 3.19; 4.7, 28-9; 10.36-45. 

235 Dem. 3.3-5; 4.36-7; Exordia 21.2. 26 Dem. 1.27. 
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On other occasions Demosthenes concedes that peace ensures what 
passes for prosperity. But mere material wealth is unworthy of Athens’ 
traditions: he sneers that Athens is famous for its teeming markets, but 
a laughingstock when it comes to the military preparations it ought to 
have.*” Or he argues that this affluence will not last if Philip's depredations 
continue.”® Rather than playing upon an economic motivation for war, 
Demosthenes found it necessary to attack Athenian materialism in order 
to argue for war. Demosthenes can be as psychological and moralistic as 
Plato, but for him it is Athenian lack of discipline, decadence, and luxury 
that make Athens unwilling to fight. Rather than Plato’s conception of 
luxury as a spur to unnecessary wars, Demosthenes sees it as a hindrance 
to necessary ones. 

This conception of peace, not war, as bringing prosperity seems to have 
been widespread. Aristotle assumed the connection between peace and 
prosperity in his discussion of one way that an oligarchy or a politeia based 
on a property qualification can become democratic: 


But after a time of prosperity, whether arising from peace or some other good 
fortune, the same property becomes many times as valuable, and then everybody 
participates in every office; this happens sometimes gradually and insensibly, and 
sometimes quickly.” 


That peace, not war, brought prosperity was common knowledge, not 
only a philosopher’s insight. Already Thucydides attributed the wealth of 
Argos to its neutrality in the first part of the Peloponnesian War.*° In their 
inaccurate histories of Athens, both Andocides and Aeschines connected 
its prosperity with peace.” Isocrates linked the Megarians’ enjoyment of 
peace and their material prosperity as results of their self-control.’ In 
the late 350s Xenophon argued that now, in the mid fourth century, war 
was costly rather than profitable; he even contrasted the highly uncertain 
monetary return on waging war with the superior returns of his scheme to 
buy mine slaves.” Eubulus reportedly quashed opposition to the Peace of 
Philocrates by pointing out the cost of continuing the war.** We can see the 
connection of peace and prosperity in material culture too: Cephisodotus’ 
famous statue of the goddess Peace represented her holding her child, 


27 Dem. 3.29; 8.67. 28 Dem. 8.52~5; 10.46-7, 49-50, 55-7. Cf. Dem. 20.10; 22.76. 

29 Arist. Pol. 5.13306b9-16. Schiitrumpf 1991-2005: 111.505—6 ad loc. collects other passages which make 
a similar connection between peace and prosperity. 

3° Thuc. 5.28.2; see also Ar. Pax 475-7. 

3! Aeschin. 2.173—7 seems to have been copying Andoc. 3.5-9, as Edwards 1995: 108 n. 88 shows. 

32 Tsoc. 8.117-19. 3 Xen. Vect. 5.1112. 34 Dem. 19.291. 
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Wealth.” The main associations are clear: peace and prosperity, war and 
hardship. 

This picture of war as costly rather than materially beneficial corresponds 
to the reality of fourth-century warfare: war was a huge drain on Athenian 
wealth rather than a source of it. This is the case in general. Wars are in 
sum costly rather than productive: they involve not merely the transfer of 
wealth but also widespread destruction and great expense — to say nothing 
of injury and death. If we use a gambling analogy, this cost constitutes 
an extremely high “house percentage.” War is not a zero-sum game, but a 
negative-sum game. The thesis that the Greeks needed to fight wars because 
of the technological limits of their economy seems to miss the main issue 
of any calculating theory of warfare: why do states gamble at a table with 
a large house percentage??° 

This difficulty is to some extent addressed by theories that link a state’s 
poverty with its propensity to go to war: the poor may have no choice but 
to throw the dice. Thus, some modern theorists claim that the root causes 
of many wars lie in poverty. Strong arguments, however, have been made 
to the opposite effect: wealth is an aspect of strength that makes states 
more confident and thus more prone to war.” Classical Greek authors 
also disagreed on this issue. Isocrates believed that it was the poverty 
of Greece that led to its wars. But Demosthenes argued that the arro- 
gance of wealth leads states into unnecessary wars.’ In Thucydides we 
see both arguments, sometimes combined: “either poverty, which brings 
about boldness through compulsion; [or] abundance, which brings about 
ambition through insolence and pride... will lead men into danger.”*° 
That war is a gamble, dangerous but potentially lucrative, and should not 
be undertaken by those who have a lot to lose is a common motif. Thus, 
Isocrates argues that the best policy is for a state to go to war when poor, 
but to seek peace when prosperous.“ On the other hand, wealth not only 
engenders an arrogant state of mind but also makes a state more able to 
wage war. Already by the Peloponnesian War the Athenians had grown to 
conceive of money as a source of military strength; hence, Pericles could 
strengthen their resolve to go to war by reading a list of Athens’ monetary 


35 Peace has the epithet “deeply wealthy” in Aristophanes fr. 109 (Kock) and Euripides fr. 453 (Nauck). 
On the cult of peace see pp. 241-3. 

36 Kinder and Weiss 1978; Fearon 1995; R. Powell 2002 and see pp. 62-71. 

37 See Blainey 1973: 87—96 for a concise treatment. 

38 Isoc. 4.173-4 with Fuks (1972) and Shinozaki (1980). 

39 Dem. 23.113; see also Thuc. 3.39.4; Dem. Exordia 43. Cf. van Wees 2004: 34. 

4° Thuc. 3.45.4; see also 1.38.5. 

# Tsoc. 6.49—51. Isocrates also emphasizes the risks and variability of war and empire (Isoc. 8.90). 
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resources.** The real problem is that those Greek states whose plight might 
encourage risks were least able to do well in war, given its financial demands. 

The weaknesses of a calculating, economic explanation of war is partic- 
ularly acute when it comes to Athens in the fourth century Bc. The most 
Demosthenes hopes to gain out of booty from Macedonia is a fraction of 
the pay for the soldiers involved — and he has to defend this hope.*? On 
the other hand, he claims that the successful expedition to stop Philip at 
Thermopylae in 353 cost the Athenians “more than two hundred talents, 
if you include the private expenses of your troops.”** Other estimates of 
the costs of some unsuccessful fourth-century campaigns run to numbers 
such as 1000 and 1500 talents. Margaret Cook’s excellent investigation 
of the costs of Athens’ military shows that these numbers are completely 
plausible.*° For example, in rough terms, it cost a talent to build a trireme, 
a talent to fit it for service, and a talent per month to man it.*” To field a 
typical Athenian fourth-century navy of sixty ships for a five-month sailing 
season would require 300 talents — and this figure does not include any 
land troops or mercenaries. Two figures show what a huge expense this 
was: Athens’ annual revenues were only 45 talents per year after the Social 
War, which meant that naval warfare was virtually impossible; even when 
Athens’ revenue bounced back to 450 talents per year, a full-scale war would 
barely have been affordable; finally, Chabrias’ great victory at Naxos yielded 
110 talents and 3000 captives.** If we value the captives at 200 drachmas, a 
typical hoplite ransom, his takings would have been 210 talents including 
both loot and captives.*? His famous victory did not yield even enough 
profit to pay for a year of campaigning. By the time Demosthenes entered 
politics, the Athenian state did not profit from war and had not done so 
for sixty years.°° 

The type of war Athens had to fight in the fourth century was a crucial 
factor. Plato aims his criticism of Athenian foreign policy mainly at the 
fifth-century empire, among whose motivations must be counted profit. 
Finley is also mainly concerned with the economic basis of imperialism and 
thus fifth-century Athens — and Rome. Their theories seem less applicable 


# Kallet-Marx 1994: 238 on Thuc. 2.13. Cf. Dem. 14.9. 8 Dem. 4.29. 44 Dem. 19.84. 

4 soc. 7.9; Dem. 3.28; 13.27-31. The scale of expenditure was much greater in the fifth-century empire: 
the Archidamian War cost Athens over 12,000 talents (Cook 1990: 89). 

46 See Cook 1990: esp. 87-95. 47 Cook 1990: 89. 4 Dem. 20.77. 

4 I use the highest possible figure. Arist. Eth. Nic. 5.7.1134b21 gives 100 drachma as a conventional 
ransom; cf. Pritchett 1971-91: V.247—-53. Since Timotheus’ captives were sold en masse as slaves, their 
prices would be even less (Pritchett 1971-91: v.242). 

5° Tn the context of Athenian attitudes in 415, Thuc. 6.26 refers to the accumulation of wealth during 
the Peace of Nicias; I doubt that any single year after that yielded a net profit for Athens. So, too, 
Badian 1995: 81; Christ 1990: 151. 
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to our period. Many of Athens’ fourth-century wars were fought against 
formidable opponents: the Spartans, the Thebans, and finally Macedonia. 
This was no coincidence: Athens’ security was thought to demand the 
maintenance of a balance of power in the Greek world.” The resulting 
policies entailed wars against Athens’ most threatening rivals, whereas an 
economic explanation for war would suggest a pattern of wars to subjugate 
the weakest states, the easiest pickings. 

When Finley argues for placing more weight on the profits of war, he 
specifies “of successful war.” There are situations when a predominant 
state — such as Rome after the Punic Wars — is relatively sure of victory and 
consequently of material gain.” In the fourth century, however, Athens’ 
military endeavors were far from uniformly successful. Rather, they were 
risky gambles. Wars against other large cities were costly and their outcome 
uncertain; those against small cities yielded small profits at best, and, 
since even small walled cities usually needed to be besieged, could be 
expensive as well. To fight such wars was like “fishing with a golden hook” — 
the policy later deprecated by Augustus.” Given the propensity of other 
large states to ally with their rivals’ enemies, almost any attack that the 
Athenians contemplated risked conflict with powerful opponents. For every 
Sestus that the Athenians were able to take — with profit we assume — there 
was an Amphipolis on which the Athenians were said to have wasted 1,000 
talents without anything to show for it.’ Or a Corinthian War, which 
ended up placing Athens’ food supply in jeopardy. Or a Chaeronea, after 
which the Athenians had to reckon with the possibility of an attack on the 
city itself, and which led to a final loss of control over their grain supply. 

There is thus a simple explanation for why Athenian orators almost never 
mentioned, alluded to, or implied profits as a reason to go to war. Warfare 
was not a profitable business for the Athenian state or for the community 
as a whole.” If the Athenians pursued wars that we judge unnecessary, we 
must look elsewhere to find the reasons. 


GRAIN AND TRADE 


If gain through war does not by itself explain Athenian wars, then perhaps 
more complex economic factors do. Sea-borne trade, in particular, was 
of great importance to Athens and potentially to its foreign policy. The 


5! See pp. 168-80. 52 See the remarks of van Wees 2004: 27. 3 Suet. Aug. 25.4. 

54 Sestos: Diod. 16.34.3 (taken by Chares in 353/2). Amphipolis: Isoc. 7.9. 

55 Modern scholars, even those who argue for economic motivations, are often aware of the cost of 
war or its economic futility, e.g. Romilly 1954: 343; Gillis 1970: 201; Ober 1978: 120; Dillery 1993: 
10-11; Badian 1995: 99; Chaniotis 2005: 30, 115-16. 
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thesis that Athenian foreign policy was determined by rivalry over trade has 
fallen from favor as unattested and excessively modern.’ć Although silver 
was Athens’ most important export, theories ascribing great importance 
to a silver lobby or to competition between Athenian and Macedonian 
mines fail to explain either Athenian policies or the positions of individual 
politicians.” The import of grain is a different story: its importance to 
Athens and thus to its foreign policies was pivotal. Some scholars have 
argued that the need to import grain required a “naval imperialism,” but 
trade’s effect on Athenian policies was more complex than this formulation 
implies. 

The volume of trade in and out of Athens was high for a pre-industrial 
state. A calculation based on a tax-farming contract of 400 BC suggests a 
gross volume of trade of 2,000 talents.’ This works out to an astonishing 
400 drachmas, a year’s salary for a semi-skilled worker, for each of 30,000 
citizen households or 40 drachmas per person in Attica — if we assume 
300,000 inhabitants to keep this rough math simple. Even more important 
than the high volume of trade was Athens’ dependence on imported grain. 
Although Peter Garnsey has shown that Attica remained agricultural and 
produced its own crops, its dependence on imported grain is undeniable.” 
Whether we estimate that Athens imported one-third or two-thirds, or 
even three-fourths of the grain it consumed, the Athenians had plenty of 
reason to pay attention to their grain supply.°° 

Athens’ vulnerability to wartime interruptions of trade was exacerbated 
by the fact that Aigina was often hostile to Athens and, unless contained — 
not an easy task — might wreak havoc on Athenian shipping.“ Euboea 
was also of strategic importance since it could serve as a base to threaten 
ships coming to or from the Piraeus.°* Most crucial, however, were the 
bottlenecks in the route from the Black Sea to the Aegean. In fact, grain 
shortages, during which the price of grain might increase to six times its 
usual price, were not uncommon during the fourth century.” Attested 


56 Ste, Croix 1972: 214-20. 57 Strauss 1984; contra Rankin 1988. 

58 French 1991: 31; Millett 2000: 41-2 comes up with 1,800 talents of trade and 350 drachmas per adult 
male citizen. See also Isager and Hansen 1975: 19-52, who calculate at least 2,300 talents of trade 
(52). 

5 Hansen 2006: 89-90 on Garnsey 1988 and 1998. Millett 2000: 40 believes that Athens supported a 
population of 50,000-100,000 greater than the agricultural carrying capacity of Attica. Moreno has 
recently estimated that only around 30 percent of Athens’ grain demand could be met by domestic 
production (2007: 3-32, esp. 10 (table 1)). 

6° Ste. Croix 1972: 46; French 1991: 33; E. Cohen 2000: 16. 

si Figueira 1990: 45-9. ® Burke 1984: 119. 

6 See Dem. 42.20 for the high price. Isager and Hansen 1975: 200-8 and Garnsey 1988: 134-64 for 
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shortages occurred in 386, 357, and 335 and plagued the whole decade from 
330 to 320.°4 Public and state concern with the grain supply is easy to 
discern: the grain supply was a mandatory topic at one assembly meeting 
each month; at least forty-five officials played a role in monitoring and 
controlling the grain markets at Athens. A striking example of the state’s 
active role is the grain law of 374/3, which required a grain tax on Lemnos, 
Imbros, and Scyros to be paid in kind and mandated that the grain acquired 
in this way be sold to the people at whatever time and price the assembly 
decided.°° After Chaeronea, Demosthenes himself held the position of 
grain buyer and was given money to buy grain for Athens.°” 

G. E. M. de Ste. Croix has collected the numerous passages that attest 
to Athens’ interest in the grain trade and the supply line from the Black 
Sea. The fact that Athens wanted and succeeded throughout our period in 
holding onto Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros in the first place was not only 
because they were on the route to the Black Sea, but also because they were 
grain producers themselves.°* The Athenians’ longstanding interest in the 
Chersonese also derived largely from its strategic location on the route to 
the Black Sea. From the activities of Miltiades the Elder in the sixth century 
to the capture of Sestos and the enslavement of its inhabitants in 353/2, 
the Chersonese was a focus of Athenian activity abroad.°? Athens’ assidu- 
ous cultivation of good relations and eventual treaties with the Bosporan 
kingdom of the Black Sea also derives from its need to import grain, espe- 
cially in the fourth century; again Demosthenes himself was responsible 
for a decree honoring the Spartocid kings of that region.’° So, too, Athens 
founded a colony and stationed a squadron of ships on the Adriatic coast 
of Italy in 325/4 for the sake of its grain trade there.” 

Concern with the grain trade was two-sided in its effects. It could 
motivate either the making of peace or the recourse to war. The Spartan 
navy’s position in the Hellespont forced Athens to agree to the King’s Peace 
in 387.7” The grain supply was also at risk before the battle of Naxos in 


64 Isager and Hansen 1975: 201 n. 8. 65 [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 43.4; 51.3. 

66 Stroud 1998. Stroud 1998: 25 also cites two other decrees whose stated purpose is to assure the people 
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67 Stroud 1998: 116. 
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69 Ste. Croix 1972: 48; Arist. Rh. 3.10.1411a14 calls Sestos the “meal-table” of the Piraeus; Hdt. 6.36 on 
Miltiades; Diod. 16.34.3 on Chares’ extirpation of Sestos in 353; see also Isoc. 15.112. 
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376, but that time Athens decided to risk a battle and won.” One of 
the main reasons why Athens agreed to the Peace of Philocrates was that 
Philip assured them that he would advance no closer to the Hellespont 
and, thus, would not threaten their grain route.’* Nevertheless, conflicts 
between Athenian cleruchs in the Chersonese and Philips ally Cardia 
led to the heightening of tension between Philip and Athens in the late 
340s. Demosthenes insisted on several occasions that Athens needed to 
fight to prevent Philip from threatening states such as Byzantium and the 
Chersonese, which lay along the grain route from the Black Sea.” And, 
indeed, Philip's attacks on Perinthus and Byzantium and his seizure of a 
fleet of grain ships provoked the open war that ended with the battle of 
Chaeronea.”° 

Although the strategic importance of the grain route is obvious, Ste. 
Croix tried to make a stronger point. He argued that Athens’ “natural” 
foreign policy was a “naval imperialism” required by its need to protect its 
supply lines.”” In the fourth century Athens required ships for this purpose 
beyond what it could afford on its own; it was faced with a constant 
need for funds, which made the expropriation of these from smaller states 
tempting if not absolutely necessary.”* Further, Ste. Croix argues that it was 
not enough for Athens to have a powerful navy: given that triremes needed 
to put in to shore at night, Athens also needed naval bases or friendly 
or neutral shores along the whole of the grain route and especially in the 
passage between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean.”? This argument 
serves in part to exculpate the imperialism of fifth-century Athens. But, 
in fact, Athens’ concern with its grain supply is better attested in the 
fourth century, because it was no longer so easily able to secure it."° By the 
mid fourth century, however, imperialism of any sort was usually beyond 
Athens’ capacity. Dependence on imported grain cannot, in any absolute 
sense, have required imperialism.” 

Nevertheless, a cluster of Athens’ most heavy-handed actions — the acqui- 
sition of Lemnos, Imbros, Scyros, and, most violently, Sestos — did involve 
the grain route; Ste. Croix’s insight should not be entirely dismissed. It 


73 Xen. Hell. 5.4.60—1; discussion in Stroud 1998: 119. 74 E. Harris 1995: 73-4. 

75 Dem 8.14-16; 9.34-35; 10.68; 18.241; cf. 18.71, 87. 

76 Theompompus and Philochorus in Didymus, On Demosthenes col. 10.49-62 (Harding 2006). 
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is perhaps best to think of Athens’ dependence on grain as a vulnera- 
bility with predictable though varied effects on its policies. Athens was 
vigilant and proactive when it came to the grain supply and, according 
to Demosthenes, it was one of the strategic goals to which any statesman 
concerned with Athens’ interests had to pay attention: the first priority was 
the defense of Attica, but the second was “to make provision for the passage 
of our corn-supply along friendly coasts all the way to Piraeus.”** When 
an opportunity came to seize greater control of the supply route, Athens 
did not hesitate to use force. When diplomatic measures appeared more 
effective, as with the Thracian masters of the Chersonese or the Bosporan 
kingdom of the Spartocids, Athens was willing to bestow honors and make 
alliances to serve its interest.°? As we have seen, this vulnerability could 
make Athens willing to make peace, as with Philip in 346 and Sparta in 
386. And, as Edmund Burke suggests the “one hard, simple lesson of the 
Social War — the incompatibility of sustained naval warfare and a sustained 
maritime trade — may have moved Eubulus to a greater caution in matters 
of foreign policy.”** 


RICH AND POOR 


It was the poor who had the most urgent stake in trade and particularly in 
cheap grain. Many of them were urban dwellers and needed to buy their 
grain. Hence it was the popular politician Agyrrhius who proposed the 
grain tax law of 374/3.°° Anna Missiou goes so far as to argue that their 
interest in the price of grain helps to explain why the poor favored a more 
aggressive and intransigent foreign policy.*° But since war was as likely to 
jeopardize the grain supply as to ensure it, this consideration does not by 
itself settle the question. Was there in general a class division among the 
citizens on issues of foreign policy? 

One passage of Demosthenes suggests such a differentiated perspective 
on the balance sheet of war. Demosthenes argued that if the Athenians 
took a more active approach to the war with Philip, they would be able to 
work for the city for full pay, rather than merely surviving on the paltry 
distributions of the theoric fund.*” Success in war would yield profits to 
fill Athens’ treasuries and pay for employment, mainly, one assumes, in the 
army or navy, but also on construction of arsenals, ship-sheds, or ships. This 


82 Dem. 18.301. See also Dem. 19.180: “Yet no man could point out two places in the whole world of 
more importance to the commonwealth than Thermopylae by land and the Hellespont by sea.” 
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passage’s appeal to the poorer citizens provides a parallel to the earlier and 
more famous statement in Thucydides about the various motives for the 
Sicilian Expedition: the masses hoped to be “earning money in the military 
for now and acquiring dominion that would provide unending service for 
pay.” Though war was costly for the state overall — in the fourth century 
that is — it provided a livelihood for the people hired for navy service. 
War also provided other sorts of employment. Although Aristophanes’ 
Peace 447-51 lists both a shield maker and an aspirant general as potential 
opponents of peace, it was the workers at the shipyards of the Piraeus, 
whose numbers may have run into the thousands and whose livelihood 
was closely connected with military spending, who were probably the most 
politically important group with a vested interest in war — or at least the 
preparation for war. It was mainly the rich, who were likely to foot the 
bill, who objected most vociferously. So warfare might have been a losing 
proposition as a whole but may have involved a redistribution of wealth 
that was welcome to the poorer majority of the citizens. 

This inference from Demosthenes is not only closely parallel to Thucy- 
dides’ earlier statement but is confirmed by a series of generalizations about 
the attitudes of the rich and poor to war. In these the rich are sometimes 
grouped with farmers in terms of their attitudes towards war. Although 
some modern scholars try to argue them away, these generalizations make 
sense, are numerous, and all point in the same direction. As Claude Mossé 
points out, this difference between rich and poor is “stressed by all con- 
temporary writers of the first years of the fourth century”®? — and one 
can extend the general picture from the fifth century down through the 
outbreak of the Lamian War. 

Three separate passages in three different genres — history, oratory, and 
comedy — depict a division between rich and poor on foreign policy before 
and during the Corinthian War. The Hellenica Oxyrhynchia relates that, in 
the Demaenetus affair, the wealthy wanted to placate Sparta by condemning 
Demaenetus and disowning his actions. The poor had to be intimidated 
and persuaded to go along with this policy.°° Athens eventually did go 
to war against Sparta. In the middle of this war Andocides gave a speech 
in favor of making peace with Sparta. In it he represents the slogans on 
both sides of the issue: the supporters of peace would be content if Athens 
could keep its “walls and ships,” while those who want to continue the fight 
argue that “they are not recovering their own private property from abroad; 
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and walls cannot feed them.”?' It may be that some of these intransigent 


and imperialistic Athenians were once rich, but their concern with getting 
enough to eat makes it clear that by the time of Andocides’ speech they 
were no longer rich.”* A passage from Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae, which 
was produced around 393-392, has a similar content: “Someone proposes 
new ships for the navy: the poor say yes, the rich men and the farmers say 
no.”” Again, the poor are portrayed as more prone to favor war — or to be 
precise, military preparations — than the rich. 

In this passage the rich are also described as farmers. Indeed, Anna 
Missiou argues that Aristophanes’ phrase is best translated as “the rich 
farmers.”?* Farmers were economically vulnerable in times of war, since 
their farms could be overrun and their crops ravaged.’ Pseudo-Xenophon’s 
Constitution of the Athenians, usually dated to the mid or late fifth century, 
makes a similar point about the rich, the farmers, and the poor: 


As it is, of the Athenians the farmers and the wealthy curry favour with the enemy, 
whereas the common people, knowing that nothing of theirs will be burnt or cut 
down, live without fear and refuse to fawn upon the enemy.”° 


Here we see that the farmers are again lumped together with the wealthy — 
and again presented as less belligerent — whereas the common people are 
conceived of as all living within the walls and thus immune to the threat of 
invasion. This scheme cannot be accurate in detail: there must have been 
some poor farmers and there were certainly many affluent city dwellers. 
Nevertheless, some recent studies that consider the limited amount of 
arable land in Attica support this general picture. There was not enough 
land in Attica for many thete farmers in addition to the well-attested farms 
of the upper three census classes. Literary evidence seems to confirm that 
the farmers of Attica were primarily well-to-do.” 

In the mid fourth century Xenophon prefaces his Ways and Means with 
an admission that “owing to the poverty of the masses, we [the Athenians] 
are forced to be somewhat unjust in our treatment of the cities.”’ This is 
apparently a reference to some aspect of Athenian imperialism, a topical 


91 Andoc. 3.36-9. 92 Missiou 1992: 85. 
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% Cf. Arist. Pol. 7.1330a18-23. Even if we concede that permanent damage was hard to inflict — as in 
Hanson 1998 — the loss of even a year’s crop would be a damaging blow. 

96 [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 2.14. This would be our earliest case of this distinction based on wealth, unless 
Hornblower 2000: 173 is correct in dating Pseudo-Xenophon to the early fourth century, in which 
case it would provide additional support to our three passages from the Corinthian War period. On 
farmers see also Thuc. 1.141.5 and Arist. Pol. 7.1330a18—23. 

97 Jameson 1992: 144-5. 98 Xen. Vect. 1.1. 
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issue in the period of the Social War. Xenophon lays the blame for this 
abuse on the poverty of the common people and hopes that his economic 
proposals will relieve them of their poverty, so they will not have to oppress 
the other Greek cities. Diodorus, whose text is probably based on that of a 
contemporary historian, depicts the outbreak of the Lamian War in 323 in 
terms similar to those used by the Oxyrhynchus historian of the preludes 
to the Corinthian War: 


while the men of property were advising that no action be taken and the dema- 
gogues were rousing the people and urging them to prosecute the war vigorously, 
those who preferred war and were accustomed to make their living from paid 
military service were far superior in numbers.” 


And again we come back to the motive of the common people: to make 
money by serving in the military. 

The motivations of the rich — as of farmers — can also be fleshed out from 
other sources. We have copious evidence of tax evasion by the wealthy — and 
the lion’s share of taxes were due to war expenditures.'°° Other sources voice 
the complaints of the rich about taxation. One striking example appears 
in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus. Socrates addresses Critoboulos as follows: 


Moreover, I observe that already the state is exacting heavy contributions from 
you: you must needs keep horses, pay for choruses and gymnastic competitions, 
and accept presidencies; and if war breaks out, I know they will require you to 
maintain a ship and pay taxes that will nearly crush you.” 


Given that the rich often concealed their wealth and complained about 
war taxes, it is not far-fetched that Critoboulos, for example, would take 
the likely effects on his finances into account when he cast his vote in the 
assembly on an issue of war and peace. 

Despite this logic and this unanimity of evidence, many historians are 
skeptical of the ancient generalizations about class and proclivity for war. 
Before considering their arguments, we need to be precise about what sort 
of a claim we understand our ancient sources to be making and in what 
context. To begin with, none of these passages says that the poor are always 
in favor of any war whatsoever or that the rich are always opposed. Rather 


9 Diod. 18.10.1. Atkinson 1981: 46 points out the parallel with Plutarch’s account of popular intran- 
sigence in the aftermath of Chaeronea (Phoc. 16.4). 

100 See especially Christ 1990 and 2006: 143-204; E. Cohen 1992: 190—201; Gabrielsen 1994: 9, 223-4; 
but Bruce 1967: 52; Trevett 1994: 191; Badian 2000: 30; and Burke 2002: 173 also mention the issue 
and provide evidence. 

11 Xen. Oec. 2.6; Gabrielsen 1994: 221 cites this passage as well as Isoc. 8.128. See also Demos- 
thenes’ hostile and likely slanted report of Meidias’ complaints about taxation (Dem. 21.203) and 
Theophrastus’ characterization of the “oligarchic man” (Theophr. Char. 26.6). 
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their statements are generally made in the context of one particular period 
or one particular war. Indeed, they typically discuss wars about which 
opinion was divided. They do not rule out the possibility of previous wars 
or prospective wars about which the poor and rich agreed. These sources 
merely discuss one factor that affected rich and poor differently. To take 
an obvious example, despite Thucydides’ mention of the common people’s 
desire for wages contributing to enthusiasm for the Sicilian Expedition, 
there is no reason to think that he thought that the outbreak of the 
Peloponnesian War was reducible to this same factor. Far from it: although 
Thucydides does take an unmasking approach to the claims and counter- 
claims at the beginning of that war, he finds a “truest explanation” in 
Spartan insecurity and not in the economic desires of the common people 
of Athens. 

When Aristophanes describes the reactions of the poor man and the rich 
farmer to a proposal to build more ships, he identifies a tendency attested 
in other authors. But what makes it funny? Decisions on armaments or 
war were supposed to be determined by external threats or ambitions of 
the city; no funeral oration would mention fear of taxes at all or would 
represent the desire for jobs as motivating one of Athens’ glorious wars 
of yore. For Aristophanes to focus on the least reputable motivation for a 
policy is entirely in line with his comic technique.” Its humor depends 
on and thus implies multiple motivations for decisions on war and peace. 
Neither do our other sources suggest a one-dimensional explanation of the 
decisions they treat, but they focus on one factor that became pivotal when 
other considerations were roughly equal. 

The contingent nature of elite opposition to war emerges from a passage 
from On the Navy-Boards. Demosthenes argues that the rich will resist 
taxation if they do not think that a war is necessary, but will make their 
resources available if they believe that Athens is under attack. The rich 
do not normally wish to give up their wealth; but they will when other 
considerations predominate." His claim that the rich can either make their 
wealth available or retain it seems to reflect economic reality. Land could 
not be concealed, but other forms of wealth could be and often were hidden 
from the state and thus were not available for taxation."°* Thus, although 
the poor could always out-vote the rich in the assembly, to prosecute a war 


102 Aristophanes’ explanation of the origins of the Peloponnesian War in Acharnians 515-56 is the most 
obvious parallel. Cf. Plato’s attitude towards the common people in Leg. 8.831c. 

103 Christ 1990: 159 on Dem. 14.25-8; cf. Isoc. 7.35. 

104 E, Cohen 1992: 191-201. Gabrielsen 1994: 224-5 explains the leniency of Athens towards delinquent 
trierarchs in these terms. 
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successfully required some degree of concord between rich and poor despite 
the divergent tendencies we are exploring here. Demosthenes sometimes 
treats rich and poor separately as having different motives and making 
different contributions. Nevertheless, he does not feel that just because he 
is arguing for war he cannot not win over the rich. In retrospect he is proud 
that he did — in part through his reforms of naval financing.” 

But do our sources really mean that every rich person was opposed 
to these specific wars, as their simple statements seem to imply? This 
is improbable and I would not expect an intelligent ancient observer to 
commit to such a position. I imagine that if we pressed one of these 
authors he would add something like “in general.” In fact, given that 
“leaders of the people” seem always to have been men of some wealth, 
Diodorus’ account, with its reference to demagogues inciting the masses 
to war, depicts a situation in which not all the rich were opposed to war. 
Nor is Pseudo-Xenophon likely to have thought that Pericles, for example, 
was either poor or likely to curry favor with the enemy. Finally, we cannot 
say that each of these authors believed that every single Athenian was 
either rich or poor. If their claims do not imply unanimity among the 
rich, even less will they explain the tendencies of however large a group of 
Athenians each particular author believed were somewhere between rich 
and poor. Thus, when scholars argue that there is only some correlation 
between wealth and attitude towards war, they are not really disproving 
these ancient generalizations as much as they think. 

When modern political scientists want to be more precise about the 
political tendencies of different groups, they turn to polls on the sub- 
ject. The presidential election of 2000 in the United States was close — 
notoriously so. About 50 percent of the voters chose Gore and about 
50 percent chose Bush, but exit polls revealed strong tendencies among 
different groups: 91 percent of black voters, 56 percent of women, but only 
36 percent of the people who attended church once or more each week voted 
for Gore.'°° These statistics confirm impressions that someone might have 
reached on their own about the political leanings of women, blacks, and 
regular churchgoers, especially evangelical Christians. But in the ancient 
world there were no polls that might inform or confirm the judgments of 
historians. How much should we trust their generalizations? 

First, I doubt that an effect as slight as the tendency of women to 
vote Democratic (56 percent in 2000) would be noticeable even to an 


105 Dem. 4.7; 10.36—45; 18.107—8. See Gabrielsen 1994: 207-13 on Demosthenes’ reform of 340. 
106 Pew 2003. 
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astute observer. Pseudo-Xenophon, for example, would hardly even have 
noticed that eleven out of twenty of his rich friends favored peace in a 
case when people in general were evenly divided. When an ancient source 
generalizes about “the rich” or “the poor” they are probably making a 
stronger claim, since they would not have noticed a weak tendency. We 
are probably in the range of either the modern black or churchgoing 
tendencies, either of which might be noticeable to an intelligent observer: 
if we stay with Pseudo-Xenophon’s twenty hypothetical friends, a ratio of 
thirteen to seven (parallel the churchgoing 36 percent) on an issue would 
mean that almost twice as many rich men opposed war as favored it in a case 
when assembly sentiment seemed evenly divided. Such a ratio might easily 
be apparent to somebody, like our authors, whose social circle consisted 
of the rich men: “Boy, the talk at the gym sure isn’t the same as what you 
hear among the contemptible vegetable-sellers shuffling into the assembly.” 
The question of context brings us to the other side of this issue; a majority 
may intimidate." If most rich people thought that going to war against 
Macedonia was a stupid idea in 323, the talk at symposia might have been 
even more skewed in that direction: the rich men who were in favor of the 
war for any number of reasons would have bitten their tongues.’ 

With these distinctions in mind we can now treat a few of the scholarly 
objections to the existence of a rich versus poor divide on the topic of war. 
The existence of some men who were rich and tended to favor taking a 
hard line against Macedonia, for example, does not invalidate claims about 
the rich in general. One cannot cite Demosthenes’ wealth to disprove these 
claims; the existence of a black Republican leader such as Colin Powell 
does not disprove the strong tendency of blacks to vote Democratic. The 
fact that rich Athenians joined the war effort against Philip does not mean 
that their opinions were the same as those of the poor; they just did not 
take their opposition to the war to the point of treason. And many were 
probably eventually convinced that other considerations outweighed their 
monetary interest in peace. 

A second argument requires more detailed treatment. Several scholars 
argue that the depiction of a rich versus poor divide is politically or ideolog- 
ically motivated. In particular, Ernst Badian attributes such generalization 


197 See Thuc. 6.24.4. 

108 A false generalization can often be the result of someone’s extrapolating to the public in general 
from the opinions of his or her friends. Thus, Thucydides claims that everybody was in favor of 
the Spartans at the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, he is really only reporting the sentiment 
of his class (Thuc. 2.8.4 with HCT 11.9-10 and Hornblower 1991-2009: 1.246). The generalizations 
we are treating explicitly include both rich and poor, both pro-and anti-war, and would not seem 
to be subject to this particular distortion. 


46 Economics 


to “anti-democratic historians.” He portrays the contrast between rich 
and poor attitudes in the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia as “merely a mark of his 
[the author’s] political attitude.”"° In particular, the leaders of the pro-war 
group are described as being in favor of war so that “it might be possible 
for them to enrich themselves from the public treasury...” — hardly a 
favorable presentation of their motives. ™ Diodorus, too, is critical of the 
faction favoring war against Macedonia: he calls them “the men of whom 
Philip once said that war was peace and peace war for them” and concludes 
that the Athenians decided to fight against Macedonia “more promptly 
than was wise.”™ The thesis of an ideological slant finds support also in 
Isocrates: he links the decline in responsible government — of the Areopagus 
in particular — with war taxes, poverty, and wars, among other evils." Mass 
democracy was certainly subject to the criticism of foolish belligerence. 

At first sight, Badian’s argument seems convincing: our sources are 
biased. But we need to consider not just the likelihood of ideological 
distortion, but precisely what role it plays in these descriptions. Badian’s 
underlying assumption seems to be that a desire to go to war was considered 
bad and that this could be attributed to any political opponent or group 
regardless of its true attitude — to the common people and their leaders 
in this case. But war was not by itself regarded as a bad thing in classical 
Athens; it all depended on the particular war and the motives behind it. 
The desire for peace was also susceptible of different judgments: it could be 
a sign of self-control and reasonableness or, often indeed, a mark of shame- 
less and effeminate cowardice.'* Either proclivity could be portrayed in a 
positive or negative way depending on the goals of the speaker. 

There is an obvious asymmetry in our case: it is the poor and not the 
rich who are accused of a culpable desire for reckless war. If the whole 
picture was an ideological invention for the sake of attacking the common 
people and their spokesmen, anti-democratic authors could just as easily 
have portrayed them as exhibiting a cowardly desire for peace. In fact, 
these authors did not take this tack. The simplest explanation is that it 
was well known that the Athenian poor tended to favor a more aggressive 
foreign policy; they could be attacked on this basis, but not as spineless 
pacifists. This picture is confirmed by Pseudo-Xenophon’s description of 
this divide: instead of condemning the poor as belligerent, as do our other 
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texts, Pseudo-Xenophon takes aim at the rich. He pictures the “farmers and 
rich” as “fawning on the enemy,” a description that is plainly derogatory. 
Pseudo-Xenophon is here, as in other respects, a curious text. But his 
argument fits within the framework of a world in which the rich are less 
likely to want to go to war, and this unwillingness — just like the relative 
eagerness of the poor — admits of a negative interpretation. In a nutshell, 
I believe that our texts put an ideological and negative slant on political 
tendencies that did in fact characterize rich and poor Athenians; they did 
not invent these tendencies out of whole cloth. 

Athenian culture, most definitely including its elite culture, put a high 
value on military service. Many rich men aspired to excel at war and 
expected approbation for this ambition. J. E. Lendon has shown how 
important the model of the Iliad, the elitist text par excellence, was to 
Greek military culture.” There was plenty of martial enthusiasm among 
the upper class: to take just one example, Theophrastus uses a cavalryman 
who walks around in his spurs and riding cloak after a cavalry review as an 
example of petty ambition.” This aspect of elite culture seems, however, to 
have been outweighed, in general and on most occasions, by rich citizens’ 
financial interest in peace. In the same way, the rich gained public prestige 
by their benefactions including their contributions during war, but the 
extent of liturgy avoidance suggests that in most cases economic forces 
won out there too. 

War could, on the other hand, also provide opportunities for the rich: 
equipping and sending out a large fleet was the most costly project the 
Athenian state ever undertook. There must have been money to be made, 
for example, in the import of raw materials such as wood for ship hulls, linen 
for sails, or flax for ropes, in the construction of ships, and for merchants 
providing provisions for expeditions. To become rich during war was, 
however, considered a bad thing. It was acceptable for the poor to collect 
their three obols or a drachma per day for personal and risky service, but in 
several passages wat-profiteering is used as an accusation to besmirch the 
reputation of an opponent in the law courts — or is vehemently denied." 
In war the rich were supposed to gain prestige by making sacrifices for the 
good of the state; they were not supposed to make money. 

The interests of the poor were also ambivalent. Service in the military 
meant certain hardship and possible death. Despite the generalizations 
about the poor wanting war, we have plenty of evidence for desertion and 


"5 [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 2.14. 46 Lendon 2005: e.g. 37-8, 85, 97, 118. "7 Theophr. Char. 21.8. 
"8 Burckhardt 1996: 173 cites Lysias 28.3 and 29.3, to which one might add Lys. 26.22, 24; 27.9-10; 
29.3-4; and Aeschin. 2.161. 
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conscription, both of which suggest that military service was far from an 
unmitigated boon. A second problem could come up when the Athenian 
treasury was entirely exhausted because of war — as seems to have occurred 
as a result of the Social War. At that time, the state was not only impelled to 
enforce the financial obligations of the rich with vigor but probably forced 
to suspend the government functions that provided jobs, or at least extra 
money: building projects, jury service, and attendance at the assembly.'” 
Even the wages for military service might never be paid. These were blows 
felt most acutely by the poor. 


CHANGE OVER TIME 


Our picture so far suggests that attitudes towards war were not entirely 
determined by wealth but varied with all sorts of factors, mainly external 
ones having to do with each war. I have drawn attention to one continuity 
in rich and poor attitudes towards war over a period of over a century, 
but there were probably all sorts of short-term variations in what exactly a 
particular war or even a particular campaigning season would entail. People 
might anticipate a profitable and safe war — as the mercenary rowers in the 
Athenian navy expected the Sicilian Expedition to be'*° — or a hard war, 
in which death or injury might be more prominent in the mind of the 
potential soldier than would the attractions of regular pay. For example, in 
Lysias’ speech on behalf of Mantitheus, we hear that everybody thought 
that the campaign to fight against the Spartans at Haliartus would be 
dangerous for the hoplites, but safe for cavalrymen.’*' There were probably 
many occasions when such expectations influenced how attractive or not 
military service seemed and how expensive the war appeared likely to be.'** 
Longer-term trends may also have come into play. The glory associated with 
being a trierarch declined as it became less a solitary and heroic enterprise 
and more and more a mandatory tax shared among a board none of whom 
would necessarily captain the trireme himself. Most important for our 


"9 During much of our period the theoric fund played a large role in the non-military uses of 
Athenian revenue. See Demosthenes’ Against Leptines and Against Androtion for severe measures to 
exact taxes, with Burke 2002: 170. The significance of Athenian jury pay is a tricky issue; see Todd 
2007 for a thorough treatment. 

Thuc. 7.13.2. 

Lys. 16.13. Ober 1978: 130 n. 72 suggests that the poor found naval service more attractive in the 
early than in the later fourth century as shown by the need for conscription in the latter period. 
E.g. Christ 1990: 151 argues that rich resentment peaked in the Corinthian and Social Wars. 
Gabrielsen 1994: 220. See also Christ 1990: 148, 153; Missiou 1992: 39—40. 
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period, the institution of the theoric fund affected the class politics of war 
and peace and introduced another dimension of change over time. 

In the aftermath of the Social War the board of the theoric fund, under 
the leadership of Eubulus, was given all surplus funds for each year.'** Laws 
protected the theoric fund from tampering and this meant that its moneys 
could not be used for war.'* Indeed, it was not until 339/8, in preparation 
for the campaign that ended at Chaeronea, that the Athenians voted to 
devote the theoric fund to military purposes.’*° The theoric board seems 
to have spent its money in two ways: it funded direct distributions to all 
citizens to enable them to celebrate festivals — originally just for the price 
of tickets to the theater — and it was used to pay for a number of important 
public works: arsenals, dockyards, and streets.'*” 

The theoric fund in part served as a make-work system that kept the poor 
from becoming discontent and potentially revolutionary; hence Demades 
called the theoric fund the “glue of the democracy.” More important for 
our topic, state subsidies and employment were available to the poor even 
when Athens was not at war: as Badian put it “they now had a common 
interest in peace.”'*? Indeed, none of our passages contrasting rich and poor 
come from the period when the theoric board was powerful: 352—331.'° 
There are too few such passages in any period for an argument from silence 
to carry too much weight, but this gap is consistent with the thesis that the 
theoric fund changed the poor’s attitude by giving them less of an incentive 
to vote for war. 

A number of passages — whatever other obscurities they contain — make 
it clear that the theoric board’s use of Athenian revenues was sometimes 
in competition with direct military use of the funds." The threat that the 
theoric distributions would be cut in the event of war became a possible 
argument for peace. One story recorded in Plutarch is that the Athenians 
were on the point of supporting the war of Agis against Macedonia when 
Demades convinced them not to: he claimed that the theoric board had 
been prepared to give every citizen a 50 drachma grant for the Festival of 
the Pitchers, but that they would have to devote the money to the war 


124 Buchanan 1962: 58. 

5 Dem. 1.19-20; 3.10—1, 19, 20; 19.291; [Dem.] 59.4—-5. Discussions of the problems in understanding 
these passages include Sandys 1897: 144—6; Buchanan 1962: 60-74; Hansen 1976; Carey 1992: 152-73 
E. Harris 1996. 

Buchanan 1962: 70-1 on Philochorus (FGrH 53-6) in Dion. Hal. ad Ammaeum 1.11. 

Buchanan 1962: 58. On the amount of the subsidies see Buchanan 1962: 84-6; contra Ste. Croix 
1964. 

Plut. Quaest. Plat. roub. See E. Harris 1996: esp. 74; cf. Buchanan 1962: 70. 

Badian 1995: 101. 8° Buchanan 1962: 58, 82 for the dates. 3! See note 125 in this chapter. 
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effort instead; the Athenians decided to enjoy a rich festival rather than 
join Spartas war against Macedon.'** Contemporary speeches suggest that 
similar considerations could influence Athenian decisions — if not as prof- 
itably and shamefully as Demades’ supposed intercession. Demosthenes, in 
his speech On the False Embassy, claims that Eubulus scared the Athenians 
into accepting the Peace of Philocrates by a triple threat: 


They must go down to the Piraeus at once, pay the war-tax and turn the theoric 
fund into a war-chest, or else vote for the resolution that was supported by 
Aeschines and moved by that abominable Philocrates. . . °? 


One is hesitant to believe Demosthenes’ account of anything having to do 
with the Peace of Philocrates, but his own speeches reveal a concern to 
counter these same incentives for peace. For example, in On the Chersonese 
Demosthenes argues for a provocative policy vis-a-vis Philip’s allies in the 
Chersonese; he inveighs against the shame of the situation in which the 
Athenians will not pay eisphora, nor campaign themselves, nor keep away 
from the public funds — this last a likely reference to the theoric fund."** 
In both the argument attributed to Eubulus and the passage from his own 
speech, a desire to use the public funds for something else is seen as an 
obstacle to war. Eubulus took advantage of the obstacle, while Demosthenes 
deplored it. 

In conclusion, in the mid fourth century, war required sacrifice and 
promised little gain. The rich would have to pay; the poor would have to 
serve; and the people at large would be unable to use the state revenue 
for other purposes. If we are to seek internal reasons for war in Athens, 
we must look somewhere other than the economy. Perhaps the culture of 
Athens made it prone to go to war. 


B2 Plut. Prae. ger. reip. 818e-f with Buchanan 1962: 80 n. 2. 


33 Dem. 19.291. 34 Dem. 8.21. 


CHAPTER 3 


Militarism 


Various scholars have proposed cultural rather than economic explanations 
for Athenian and Greek warfare. Such theories have, in fact, been more 
popular in recent years than the economic theories discussed in the previous 
chapter. They can be divided into two types. Some scholars, Kurt Raaflaub 
for example, emphasize the high value that Athenian culture placed on 
waging war.' The resulting militaristic culture made warfare important to 
the advancement of ambitious individuals and to the political clout of 
those groups whose military participation could be invoked to justify their 
prerogatives. According to this type of explanation, such individuals and 
groups were predisposed to favor war because it was the arena in which 
prestige could be gained or rights ensured. Other historians argue that 
the Athenians thought about and judged the action of states in terms of 
analogies with individuals and that these analogies tended to encourage 
competitiveness and intransigence among states and thus warfare. The 
application of individual analogies to the actions of states will be an ongoing 
concern of this book, but this chapter will focus on the first of these 
two types of cultural explanation. Two crucial points will emerge. First, 
Athenian militarism had mainly external causes and thus had the potential 
to contribute to a vicious cycle: war and the threat of war made Athens 
militaristic; this militarism made Athens more likely to go to war. Second, 
the most direct path that led from militarism to war was the Athenians’ 
systematic miscalculation of their own power due to a distorted, glorified 
understanding of Athenian history, which was in turn an outgrowth of 
militarism. 

One line of argument supporting the thesis that militarism led to warfare 
appears simple and direct, but it is flawed. A brief treatment here will 


! Raaflaub 1994, 2001; Dawson 1996: 14; Runciman 1998: 745. See the criticisms of this approach in 
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suffice. A direct effect of warfare on a society is that it requires some 
men at least to become soldiers. If the society is a militaristic one that 
values soldiers highly, these men are likely to play an important role in 
the leadership and decision-making process of that society. One might 
think that “martial values,” in the narrow sense of the values fostered by 
being a soldier and taking part in warfare, would encourage the recourse 
to war: “Men conditioned to violence are potentially dangerous.”* This 
seems not to be the case. To begin with, we have no empirical evidence to 
support it.’ Indeed, ancient sources regarded those experienced in war as 
being cautious; it was the young, unacquainted with the realities of war, 
who tended to favor war.* The actual experience of war seems not to have 
encouraged belligerence, but to have acted as a brake. Second, although 
aggressive bravery and fierceness are virtues in a soldier, other virtues such 
as cooperativeness and self-sacrifice play an arguably larger role in military 
effectiveness.” The prowess of Achilles on the battlefield contributes to 
the proud and uncompromising attitude he shows in his quarrel with 
Agamemnon, but in classical Athens good order and obedience are more 
prominent among the military virtues. So, far from being an arena in 
which self-assertion and touchy pride had free rein, the Athenian military — 
including the navy, famous for its discipline — was a sphere in which 
cooperation and even subordination was highly valued. Third, individual 
Athenians often displayed a touchy sense of honor. This character trait, 
when applied to the interactions of states, probably made the recourse to 
war more frequent — as J. E. Lendon and Hans van Wees have asserted.” 
The roots of this ethos, however, do not lie in the experiences of soldiers, 
but rather in values of the feuding society from which Athens had recently 
evolved. For all these reasons I shall set aside this argument, that military 
service itself encouraged Athenian belligerence. 


> Konstan 2007: 193. Konstan, however, is concerned with the individual violence of soldiers, not with 
whether they would be more or less likely to vote for a war. 

Studies of the impact of modern war on soldiers (e.g. Grossman 1995) and comparative works on 
ancient and modern impacts (Shay 1994; Tritle 2000) focus on the psychological damage wrought 
on the individual rather than on the effects on soldiers’ political beliefs and attitudes towards further 
wars. Those effects are likely to be complex and difficult to generalize; on the one hand, we find cases 
such as the fascist, militaristic veterans in the German Freikorps, on the other hand, we find veterans 
active in opposing wars (e.g. Lembcke 1998 on Vietnam veterans). 

4+ See pp. 131-2. 

5 Adkins 1997: 712-13 discusses ways that, even in Homer, the competitive virtues can be 
counterproductive. 

Cf. Lendon 2005: 39-77. 7 Van Wees 2004: 34-40; Lendon 2000 and 2006. 
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ROOTS OF MILITARISM 


Militarism is a word, like ideology, that has not only a pejorative popular 
meaning but also a host of competing scholarly meanings. In common 
usage it means something like “the propensity of people to favor war 
or a state to go to war without good reason.”’ Scholars variously define 
militarism as “the organization of a society based on the model of an army,” 
“the dominance of the military in a society” or, more broadly, “every system 
of thinking... which ranks military institutions and ways above the ways 
of civilian life.”*° Here I will be using a strictly limited version of this last 
definition: militarism is “the tendency for a society and culture to place 
a high value on military prowess and service.”™ In addition, rather than 
striving to define a “militaristic society,” I have aimed for a militarism that 
societies display to greater or lesser extents: classical Athens, I shall argue, 
was somewhere in the middle of the spectrum of militarism, not close to 
either extreme. 

There are two kinds of factors, internal and external, that contribute 
to militarism in this sense. A state may value military prowess and service 
for internal reasons, because its dominant class has a stake in such a value 
system: for example medieval knights justified their position in society by 
their military role; they would not readily concede that good merchants 
contributed more than they to the state or that skill in accounting was 
more important than skill with the lance. External forces may also make a 
state more militaristic. States often place a high value on military prowess 
and service because they need to reward such abilities in order to prosper 
or even to survive in a world of hostile states. 

The external sources of militarism are dramatically illustrated in the 
title story from Andrew Schmookler’s book The Parable of the Tribes: The 
Problem of Power in Social Evolution. He posits a thought experiment 
involving a number of tribes in contact with each other, only one of 
which is not committed to “the way of peace” but is rather “ambitious for 
expansion and conquest.” The other, originally peaceful, tribes would be 


9 The OED has the following definition: “1. Military attitudes or ideals, esp. the belief or policy that a 
country should maintain a strong military capability and be prepared to use it aggressively to defend 
or promote national interests. Also: a political condition characterized by the predominance of the 
military in government or administration or a reliance on military force in political or diplomatic 
matters.” To connect such a militarism with the recourse to war would be a tautology. 

10 Silverthorne 1973 has this first definition of militarism in mind. The last is from Vagts 1959: 17. 

™ Dawson's “civic militarism” is similar in that it focuses on the political rewards derived from the 

high esteem in which military prowess and service was held (Dawson 1996: 5). 
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destroyed, conquered, or forced to flee, unless they took steps to counter 
the threatening tribe: 


But the irony is that successful defense against a power-maximizing aggressor 
requires a society to become more like the society that threatens it. Power can 
be stopped only by power, and if the threatening society has discovered ways 
to magnify its power through innovations in organization and technology (or 
whatever), the defensive society will have to transform itself into something more 
like its foe in order to resist the external force.” 


Schmookler emphasizes the role of constraint: the choices that people and 
states do and can reasonably make are drastically limited by considerations 
of security.” This turns out to produce a one-dimensional and distinctly 
gloomy account of human history, but it does provide insight into how 
war and the threat of war foster militarism.'* 

Schmookler locates his initial thought experiment in prehistory, hence 
the “tribes” of his parable. If we consider ancient Greece, we are not 
speaking about a hypothetical initial decision to foster militarism. Rather 
we are speaking about an ongoing process driven by continuous pressure 
on states; for the Greek city-states were patently not all interested “in the 
way of peace.” Already in the archaic period Messenia had been reduced to 
abject subjugation. Only occasionally was a city destroyed, its inhabitants 
either killed or enslaved, but such things did happen and no doubt caught 
the attention of other Greek cities.” 

Although Schmookler is most interested in the human costs of central- 
ized authority and larger political units, militarism in my sense fits into 
his theory of power-maximization. Scholars have recently emphasized the 
innovations in its military forces that Athens undertook to contend more 
successfully with other city-states. A longer-term and less obvious adap- 
tation that states make is militarism.” States need to reward their soldiers, 
especially those who sacrifice their lives and those who fight with great 
success. The rewards can be material. They often also consist of public 
praise and honors. Conversely, the condemnation of those who fail to fight 


12 Schmookler 1995: 21. Although he is not interested in the domestic structure of states, Alexander 
Wendt, in a classic article, argues that “predator states” can be responsible for making interstate 
anarchy a compelling rather than a permissive cause of self-help and conflict (1992: 407-9). 

3 See pp. 156-7, 159-61 on Realism. 

14 Gellner 1991 for a more positive view and R. Ferguson 1997: 339 for criticisms of Schmookler’s 
pessimism. 

1 Hansen and Nielsen 2004: 120-3. Eckstein argues that the militaristic culture of classical Greece 
was largely due to external factors (2006: 76). 

ae E.g. Hunt 2007 esp. 110, 118, 120-1, 122, 1353 Pritchard 2007: 332-6. 

17 Compare Balot (forthcoming). 
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bravely for the community can be equally motivating. Praise and condem- 
nation are cheap, but they lead to a city’s acquiring a militaristic set of 
values. A state that did not praise and reward military valor or sacrifice 
would be at a disadvantage in a war against one that did, but praising 
valor means that this virtue eventually takes a high place in a culture's 
constellation of values. 

In some ways, militarism is both fair to soldiers and advantageous for 
a state at war. We must admit that soldiers do make great sacrifices, often 
their lives, for the good of the community. The notion that people who 
make sacrifices or provide benefits ought to be paid back is probably 
natural and ahistorical. In any case, there is abundant evidence for this 
feeling in classical Athens. Orators and philosophers applied the notion of 
fair payback specifically to the state’s treatment of soldiers and especially 
of those who had died in war." Indeed, such a feeling was the premise of 
every funeral oration: by this ceremony the community attempted to pay 
back in public honors what it owed to those who died for it.” 

So militarism made sense and seemed utterly natural within a moral 
system, such as that of classical Athens, in which reciprocity played a large 
part. It was also advantageous and recognized as such. I am not sure what 
would have happened to a Greek city-state that did not reward military 
service, prowess, and sacrifice. I do not think it would have won many 
battles. In fact, the Greeks were quite aware that those states that rewarded 
military prowess and best harnessed their citizens’ ambitions would prosper 
not only materially but also in prestige and in power; those that did not 
would not. For example, Xenophon describes the policies of Cyrus the 
Younger in the following terms: 


[Cyrus] honored greatly those who fought well... by making them governors of 
conquered territories and then with other gifts. And he made it obvious that the 
brave deserved to be very prosperous while cowards deserved to be their slaves. As 
a result, many people were willing to take risks when they thought Cyrus would 
find out about it.*° 


As a deliberate policy or an unconscious reaction in recompense of services 
rendered or the display of bravery, Greek culture reserved some of its highest 
praise for those who served or excelled in warfare. 


18 See, for example, the articles collected in Gill, Postlethwaite, and Seaford 1998. Conversely, Arist. 
Rh. 1.13.1373b18—-24 identifies not serving in the army as a crime against the community rather than 
against an individual. 

1 Lycurg. Leoc. 46 states this explicitly. 

© Xen. An. 1.9.15. See also Lys. 16.21; Xen. Cyr. 3.3.51-2, Lac. 8.5; Pl. Leg. 11.921d-922a, 12.942d; 
Aeschin. 3.179-88; Dem. 20, e.g. 5-14, 141; 22.1216; 24.216-17 (cf. Isoc. 5.135); Lycurg. Leoc. 130. 
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Compared with these direct and strong causal factors contributing to 
Athenian militarism, internal forces seem to have played a subsidiary role. 
The warriors depicted in Homer and, in the classical period, the hoplite 
or cavalry class in various oligarchies may have justified their rule by their 
military role — most conspicuously at Sparta. Such groups would have had 
some stake in maintaining military prowess and service as a determinant 
of worth and thus of social status — although property requirements for 
citizenship paralleled the military ones. At Athens we hear of politically 
motivated redefinitions of what constituted military service: for example, 
oligarchs in the late fifth century affected to believe that serving the state 
“with body or with money” did not include the paid rowers in the fleet, 
who therefore should be disenfranchised.” But, except for two short and 
disastrous interludes, Athens was not an oligarchy. In fifth-century Athens 
the poor may have justified their new-found rights on their contributions 
to the navy and thus the Athenian empire. One might posit that the poor 
were thus committed to militarism as fundamental to their position in 
society — we shall encounter a similar argument below. But by the mid 
fourth century the rights of the poor were well established and did not 
depend on their military role or the primacy of military virtues. In addition, 
all the classes among the citizenry had their own opportunities for military 
service, from the thetes in the proud Athenian navy to the well-to-do 
farmers in the hoplites to the elite young men in the cavalry or the rich 
defraying the expense of a trireme.’ No one group among the citizens 
benefited disproportionately from the prestige accorded to war; no group 
had a preferential stake in the military virtues. Finally, Athenians were 
not professional soldiers, but amateurs with other occupations. War was an 
interruption of their usual lives — as farmers, traders, retailers, mine owners, 
absentee landlords, or whatever — and not their raison d'être. Whereas a 
warrior elite is inevitably committed to the valorization of war, neither the 
Athenians as a whole nor any subset of them needed to be.” 

Although relations between groups within the citizenry did not play 
a major role in promoting Athenian militarism, another internal factor 
probably did play a role — how great a role is hard to judge. As we shall 
see, free men justified their rule over women and over slaves by reference 
to their role as protectors in the one case and as victors in the other — 
slavery was sometimes the result of defeat in war and the notion of slaves 


2 Thuc. 8.65.3; cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 29.5. 

22 On the prestige accorded to different types of military service see van Wees 1995; Hunt 1998: 185-94; 
Pritchard 1998; Strauss 2000; Hunt 2007: 125-7. 

23 Lynn 2003: 109. 
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as deserving their status due to cowardly surrender was a reassuring one. 
Regardless of the frequency of war or their likely role in it, Athenian men 
did have a stake in the high value placed on the military: each citizen was 
at least a potential warrior and thus free and a man. 


THE EXTENT OF ATHENIAN MILITARISM 


External and internal factors ensured that military service and prowess were 
highly valued, both in Athens and in Greek society and culture in general.** 
Service in the armed forces also gave claims — albeit not always respected — 
to political and social rights as well as to general good treatment. For 
example, all prospective officeholders were asked among other questions 
whether they had served the state in war.” Men could suffer loss of political 
rights for throwing away their shields in battle; false accusations of such 
behavior were common enough that they were a recognized category of 
slander and penalized with a 500 drachma fine.*° Rituals such as the public 
presentation of armor to the sons of the war dead at their coming of 
age — after they had been supported in their childhood by the state — 
celebrated the continuity of Athenian might and dramatized the prestige 
that sacrifice in war brought.” Soldiers earned praise or material rewards 
for their families by mere service or the passive act of self-sacrifice, but they 
could also fight well, successfully defend their city, or vanquish the enemy. 
Encouraging this led to a more active flavor of praise and militarism. In 
Athens rewards both material and honorific were bestowed upon successful 
warriors in recompense for their services. In his paper, “Father of All, 
Destroyer of All: Warfare in Late Fifth-century Athenian Discourse and 
Ideology,” Kurt Raaflaub imagines a walk through classical Athens and 
shows vividly how conspicuous and ubiquitous were the inducements to 
military glory: artistic depictions of wars, inscriptions honoring successful 
armies, temples hung with spoils and other reminders of Athenian military 
glory were all over the city. Even drama was permeated with military 
concerns.”® Success in battle brought glory that no other accomplishments 
could easily match. 

The extent to which Athens had become less militaristic in the fourth 
century than in the fifth will concern us later.” Regardless of this limited 
*4 E.g. Adkins 1960 and 1972; Havelock 1972; Müller 1989; Raaflaub 1994 and 2001; Burckhardt 1996; 

Dawson 1996; Pritchard 1998; Hunt 1998. Van Wees 1995 shows how malleable such claims could 

be, but not that they lacked persuasive power. 

25 Rhodes 1992: 617-18 ad [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 55.3 provides a discussion of these questions with references 


to other sources including Din. 2.17; Dem. 57.66-70; Aeschin. 1.28-9. 
26 Aeschin. 1.29; Lys. 10.12. 27 Aeschin. 3.152—4. 28 Raaflaub 2001. 2 See pp. 253-6. 
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shift, even in the fourth century Athenians continued to place a high value 
on the military virtues. The litigants in our surviving law-court speeches, 
for example, often felt it worth their while to mention their military service 
or to impugn that of their opponents. Indeed they did this about as often 
as they mentioned their financial contributions to the city.’° Two related 
considerations seem to motivate these references to military service. 

On the one hand, these passages show the importance of the martial 
virtues. Litigants deployed accounts of their military service and, if pos- 
sible, their military leadership and prowess as part of their presentation 
of themselves as citizens of good character. They tried to portray their 
opponents as the opposite. Even the military success or failure of family 
members could be brought to bear as in the following passage from Lysias: 


[My father] was general many times, and shared your peril besides in many a 
conflict... Even now, gentlemen, the memorials of his valour are hanging in your 
temples, while those of this man’s and his father’s baseness are seen in the temples 
of the enemy, so ingrained is cowardice in their nature.’ 


On the other hand, the mention of military service could be the basis, 
explicitly or implicitly, for a claim to rights or consideration. According 
to the ethics of reciprocity — which we shall be revisiting in more detail — 
litigants who had served the community could expect some recompense. 
A striking example is when Mantitheus spells out why he was particularly 
steadfast and even sought out dangerous posts: 


I acted in this way, not because I did not think it a serious thing to do battle with 
the Lacedaemonians, but in order that, if ever I should be involved in an unjust 
prosecution, the better opinion that you would form of me on this account might 
avail to secure me the full measure of my rights.’ 


The notion of reciprocity is even more explicit earlier in the paragraph, 
where Mantitheus mentions the resentment against those who claim pre- 
rogatives without holding up their side of the bargain by serving in the 
military.” 

Only about 40 percent of our extant speeches make any mention of 
service to the state. Even if we eliminate some speeches, such as deliberative 
ones, from consideration, the proportion of speeches that include claims of 
service will still not rise above 50 percent.’* In some cases, a speech-writer 


3° See Appendix 3: Claims of service. 31 Lys. 10.28. 

32 Lys. 16.17. On this speech and passage see Balot (forthcoming). 

3 Lys. 16.17: “So if any of you are incensed against those who claim the management of the city’s 
affairs and yet evade its dangers, you can have no right to regard me with any such feeling.” 

34 See Appendix 3: Claims of service. 
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may have thought that it was more advantageous to focus on the facts of 
the case in question — especially if his client’s case was the stronger and 
his opponent's service to the state more impressive. Some litigants may 
simply have done little for the state. Demosthenes’ father seems to have 
been one of these.” Nevertheless, Demosthenes won judgments against 
his guardians even before he had services of his own to which he could 
point.’ Regardless of the exact explanation of every case, to have done a 
liturgy or to have served in war was not necessary for one to obtain his 
rights in court. Athens was not an extremely militaristic state, in which, for 
example, entrance into manhood depended upon making one’s first kill.?7 
Nevertheless, the fact that military service so often played a part marks 
a contrast with a modern legal system and illustrates the high value and 
regularity of military service. 

Not only individuals but also groups made claims derived from mil- 
itarism: if a group contributed to the defense or military success of the 
state, it deserved some reward or recognition in return. As a result, the 
issue of military service played a significant role in a variety of political 
debates.” The argument from military service was a particularly important 
one for the political rights of the poor in the fifth century.” These rights 
were an innovation, not accepted throughout the Greek world, and had 
few other persuasive justifications. The evidence from law-court speeches 
and Raaflaub’s findings thus confirm what Schmookler would have pre- 
dicted: external threats led to the development of a militaristic culture that 
placed a high value on the military prowess and service of individuals and 
groups. 

The pressure to reward soldiers and its effect on a state’s system of 
values is a constant that acts on any state with enemies or potential en- 
emies. Nothing so far suggests that Athens was exceptional in its mili- 
tarism; nor have scholars undertaken or even considered the comparisons 
that might determine this. Indeed, several lines of reasoning suggest that 
Athens was not particularly militaristic by the standards of its time — and 
probably by the standard of most times and places. Rather it may be the 
case that modern democracies, whence come most ancient historians, are 


35 Burke 2002: 172 n. 33. 

Demosthenes won the case presented in the Against Aphobus I (Dem. 27). 

37 Ehrenreich 1997: 127-8 gives examples of such societies; others were known to the Greeks — see 
pp. 60-1. 

38 E.g. [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.2; Thuc. 5.39.2; 8.65.3 (cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 29.5; 33.1); Ar. Ran. 701-2, 
Eq. 576-80 (cf. Lys. 16.18); Isoc. 16.15; Xen. Hell. 2.3.48; Arist. Pol. 3.1279b1. 

39 Raaflaub 1994: 144; Raaflaub 2001: 340; contra Ceccarelli 1993. 
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exceptionally unmilitaristic.‘° Let us then consider critically the common 
claim that Athens was a particularly militaristic society. 

To begin with, military values are never the only values in a society 
and are always in competition with other claims to merit: for example, 
ambitious young Athenians probably spent as much time in activities 
designed to make themselves good public speakers as they did in activities 
to gain or display military prowess.*' The groups possessed of other claims 
to prestige and political power, most conspicuously the wealthy and well- 
born along with the well-spoken, are not likely to have wholeheartedly 
endorsed a system of values based entirely on military virtues. The lack of 
congruence between militarism and other sources of prestige and political 
power limited the impact of militarism on Athenian society. In contrast, 
societies ruled by warrior elites do not suffer this limitation on the value 
that they place on the martial virtues.** 

Second, Athenians themselves did not feel that their militarism was any- 
thing special; on the contrary, a number of passages attribute militarism to 
other states and several evince the belief that other states placed a higher 
value on military prowess than did Athens. Already Herodotus depicts 
military prowess as crucially important to Lydian and Persian culture and 
society — and scholars of Achaemenid Persia agree. The militaristic cus- 
toms Herodotus attributes to the Scythians make the Athenians look like a 
bunch of peaceniks.*+ In Thucydides, Nicias explains to the assembly that 
the Spartans placed the greatest emphasis on military prowess.“ Isocrates 
takes it for granted that the Spartans focus their attention on military mat- 
ters, but he adds the claim that they took this idea from the Egyptians.*° 
And when Xenophon wants to propound a more militaristic state to the 
Greeks, he has the legendary Persian ruler, Cyrus the Great, as his model 
or expounds on the Spartan constitution.*” Most striking is a passage in 
Aristotle's Politics: the laws of Crete and Sparta aim mainly at success in war, 
and laws or customs among the Scythians, Persians, Thracians, Macedo- 
nians, Celts, Iberians, and Carthaginians also confer conspicuous rewards 


4° E.g. Woodrow Wilson: “We shall not ask our young men to spend the best years of their lives 
making soldiers of themselves” (Knock 1992: 59). 

# Cf. van Wees 1998a. # Ehrenreich 1997: 144-58; Hanson 2000. 

4 E.g. Hdt. 1.37, 136: 7.238.2; Briant 2002. 44 Hdt. 4.64-6. 

4 Thuc. 6.11.6-7 (cf. Thuc. 2.39). The word used is areté, and the context makes a military sense 
unambiguous. This portrayal of Sparta is typical. 

46 Tsoc. 11.18-19. 

47 See Hunt 1998: 146-58 on Xenophon’s Cyropaedia for the militarism of this work. 
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on military prowess or service. The accuracy of some of these claims 
is unknown, but they clearly imply that the Athenians did not believe 
that they focused more on military prowess than did other states around 
them — and we possess no good evidence that would allow us to contradict 
them.*? 

A third problem for the picture of an extremely militaristic Athens is 
the existence of and responses to the draft. Not only was conscription 
necessary — Athens’ army was not a volunteer army — but there were also 
draft dodgers and deserters.’ Nobody seems to have complained that he 
was not allowed to serve and thus was deprived of a chance to show his 
prowess, demonstrate his manly courage, become a real man, and rise in 
society; on the contrary, we find a host of indignant complaints about 
having to fight on endless campaigns while others, the rich, the powerful, 
the dishonest, and malingerers avoid military service. This atmosphere 
seems quite distant from the picture of Athens as driven into wars by its 
militaristic values, by its culture. 

Nevertheless, I do not want entirely to reverse that appraisal; there are 
still the monuments, the funeral orations, the undeniable prestige derived 
from military service in the law courts and in politics. Individuals were 
sometimes eager to serve in the army and even sought out dangerous 
assignments with their attendant glory.” But we are dealing with a mixed 
and complex picture. After all, leaders could and often did lose battles 
and get killed; they could be disgraced or condemned to exile, a crushing 
fine, or even execution.” Soldiers and sailors were taken away from their 
families and occupations and could be killed — that is why they had to be 
conscripted into the military. Leaders and, to a lesser extent, the poor had 
other claims to rights available besides military service and prowess. We 
are in an area of trade-offs, risks, and rewards and not just of simple and 
general advancement through war. 


48 Arist. Pol. 7.1324b8—23. See also Pl. Leg. 1.626a—b, 628e, 633b—c. Macedonian men reportedly were 
not recognized as real men — with the right to wear a belt — until they had killed an enemy in 
battle (Hammond and Griffith 1979: 11.23). Cf. Dawson 1996: 17-18 and Eckstein 2000: 870 for the 
ubiquity of militarism. 

4 Lycurgus, in Against Leocrates 51, does make a limited claim of this type, but then at 130-1 holds up 

Spartan militarism as a model. 

Christ 2001, and 2006: 46—65 on e.g. Thuc. 6.26.2, 31.3; Ar. Pax 1180-1, Eq. 1269-72; Plut. Nic. 

13.5, Alc. 17.5; Lys. 9.4-6; 14.6-7; Aeschin. 3.175. Cf. Theophr. Char. 25.3-6. 

* See esp. Lys. 16.13—17. 

On Athenian generals, see Pritchett 1971-91: 11.4-132; Wheeler 1991; Tritle 1992a and 1992b; Hamel 

1998. For the varied motives of leaders see Thuc. 5.16.1-5.17.1. 
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OPTIMISM AND THE RECOURSE TO WAR 


Even if Athenian militarism was neither unlimited nor exceptional for its 
time and place, it still seems a priori likely that it made the recourse to war 
appear more attractive to the Athenians.” Raaflaub makes an explicit case 
for such a causal relationship. Combining the arguments from individual 
and group status deriving from war, he concludes that what I am calling 
militarism made the late-fifth-century Athenian assembly more likely to 
vote for war. He paints a picture of leaders who knew that glory, power, 
and probably wealth could come from success in war and of a demos whose 
main claim to political power was its role in the Athenian navy and thus 
the Athenian empire. This combination produced an “atmosphere where 
appeals to patriotism and exaggerated expectations were cheap.” As a 
result, the assembly tended to make aggressive decisions and to reject peace 
offers. I find Raaflaub’s arguments generally persuasive — and will flesh out 
below the argument for “exaggerated expectations” — but one issue should 
be acknowledged at the outset: the types of arguments that seem to have 
been most common in Athenian assembly speeches. 

We find all sorts of appeals in these speeches, but only rarely the direct 
argument or even the implication that the Athenians needed to fight a war 
because war was the context in which individuals or groups could display 
virtues and earn praise; nor did speakers arguing against a war attack this 
position. The high value placed upon military success does provide the 
moral context within which a variety of arguments work. For example, 
the argument that the Athenians should try to match the prowess and 
bravery of their ancestors only carries conviction if prowess and bravery 
are judged important qualities. But, in line with Neorealist theory, the 
speeches overwhelmingly emphasize external reasons for war: if Corcyra 
falls into the power of Corinth, Athens’ naval superiority would be at risk; 
Philip has attacked our allies; Philip wants to subjugate all Greece; if we 
don’t fight him in the north, we'll have to fight him in Attica. Is there a 
way to connect some of these external arguments, which seem to be the 
most prevalent ones, with Athenian militarism? I believe there is. 

This line of reasoning is a simple one in outline: praise of soldiers, a 
result of militarism, often requires praise of their exploits and leads to a 
5 McCauley 1990: 9; Lynn 2003: 109 for this general observation. 

54 Raaflaub 2001: 319-20. Cf. Chaniotis 2005: 45 on bellicose youths in the Hellenistic period: “Making 
war and excelling in battle were the ultimate ideals of their education.” McCauley 1990: 9 argues 
of less complex societies that “a warrior class in chiefdom or village is likely to press for continuing 


conflict to the extent that their material interests and self definition depend on war and the threat 
of war.” 
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brand of history distorted by patriotism. Such a history may lead a state to 
war, because it distorts its calculation of how the war is likely to turn out. It 
makes the state optimistic. But, before we can investigate this connection 
between militarism and the recourse to war, we need to examine the 
surprising idea that optimism plays a major role in the outbreak of wars. 

Geoffrey Blainey first proposed this theory in his insightful and amusing 
The Causes of War in 1973. Blainey makes his argument within a Realist 
tradition: indeed, he is even more dismissive of interstate morality than the 
average Realist.” At first glance, his theory appears to be based on a view 
of states as rational calculators: war is the result of at least two opposing 
states deciding that they will gain more from a recourse to arms than from 
negotiation.°° Such an approach at first appears far from hospitable to a 
role for militarism. Frequently, however, at least one side and often both are 
disappointed in this expectation. States typically miscalculate the outcomes 
of wars and their costs and they miscalculate systematically. They are too 
optimistic: “the optimism on the eve of the First World War belonged to 
a long but unnoticed tradition.” As Blainey generalizes, “[t]his recurring 
optimism is a vital prelude to war. Anything which dampens that optimism 
is a cause of peace. ”’7 

Blainey puts this tendency in the context of an alternation between 
war and peace. Before a war, states tend to overestimate their power with 
respect to their enemy — this mutual optimism impedes the ability of 
states to come to an agreement short of war. As the war progresses, states’ 
estimates of their relative power become more and more realistic. When 
both sides agree on their respective power, they may make peace. The 
concrete experience of war eventually banishes the overestimation of power 
by both sides and their consequent optimism. This alternation will be 
familiar to readers of Thucydides: on the one hand, Pericles’ prediction 
of an Athenian victory has puzzled generations of scholars but seems to 
have convinced the Athenians to vote for war; on the other hand, most 
people at the time — including the Spartans themselves — expected Sparta 
to win within a couple of years. It was the mutual disappointments of the 
Archidamian War that Thucydides considers most responsible for turning 
people’s thoughts towards peace.” By 421 both sides understood that their 
chances of winning outright were slight, they assessed the losses they had 


5 Blainey 1973: 164: “the façade of international morality.” 56 Blainey 1973: 159. 

57 Blainey 1973: 47, 53. D. Johnson 2004 develops at length a version of this basic argument, albeit 
with a Darwinian twist. 

8 Thuc. 7.28.3. Cf. 4.108 and 8.2 on the sentiments of Athens’ subjects. 

5 Thuc. 5.14-15. The deaths of Cleon and Brasidas also contributed. 
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suffered, and they more accurately calculated the risks they were taking. 
So, they made peace. 

Now Blainey’s theory explains only the failure of negotiation to settle 
differences; it is not relevant if one side aims to exterminate or enslave 
the other. It does not say anything about the original dispute that needed 
to be settled and cannot be taken as a complete explanation of war and 
peace.°° The very different relations between the United States and Canada 
and between the United States and Iran today are hardly explicable by the 
extent to which these states agree on their relative power. Nevertheless, the 
decision to fight rather than bargain is an important step on the road to 
war and the attitudes that lead to it an important cause of war. Blainey’s 
theory does possess explanatory force there. I will first show that optimism 
was an important feature of the oratory that led to war and will then show 
how that optimism grew out of the militarism of Athenian society. 

Let us begin with the advice of the pseudo-Aristotelian Rhetoric to Alexan- 
der. In a section about the arguments to be used in recommending war, 
Pseudo-Aristotle advises that the orator should show that the war will 
have a successful outcome by “belittling the points of superiority possessed 
by the enemy and exaggerating those which we ourselves enjoy.”® This 
unsurprising passage advises the war orator to encourage optimism in his 
audience; hence we have a striking parallel between what orators are to 
say and Blainey’s analysis of the true cause of war. But is this theoretical 
prescription representative of how people actually spoke in the assembly? 

I think it is. Many of Demosthenes’ speeches urged Athens to undertake 
wars against Macedonia. The First Philippic and The Olynthiacs advocated 
a more active prosecution of the war with Philip. This first conflict with 
Philip ended with the humiliating Peace of Philocrates, which required the 
abandonment of Athens’ ally Phocis and the acknowledgment of Philip's 
conquests in the north — including several Athenian allies. The Second 
Philippic, Third Philippic, Fourth Philippicand On the Chersonese advocated 
the renewal of war that led to the defeat at Chaeronea. It may even be that 
Demosthenes did not foresee Athens’ alliance with Thebes in 339, which 
occurred after the last of these speeches.®* An expectation that Athens could 
beat Philip without Theban help would have been even more optimistic 
than the disappointed hope that the two city-states together could defeat 
Philip. 


6° See the criticisms in Steele 1981, a strongly positive review overall: “If, after a punch-up between two 
individuals, we asked: “What caused the fight?’ we might be disappointed to be told: ‘they disagreed 
about their comparative strengths” (7). 

6 [Arist.] Rh. AL 2.1425427-8. & See Cawkwell 1963b: 207-8. 
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Demosthenes often attempted to raise the hopes of his audience. He 
plainly connected Athenian self-confidence with their willingness to go 
to war or to prosecute a war vigorously. In the First Philippic he argues 
that the Athenians should not despair at Philip’s advantages; if Philip 
had been discouraged by Athens’ great advantages at the beginning of his 
reign, he would never have succeeded in turning the tables on Athens and 
“would have achieved none of his recent successes, nor acquired this great 
power.” In the Second Olynthiac Demosthenes says that he will tell the 
story of Philip’s rise in such a way that “Philip shall appear as worthless as 
he really is, and those who stand aghast at his apparent invincibility shall 
see that he has exhausted all the arts of chicanery on which his greatness was 
founded at the first, and that his career has now reached its extreme limit.” 64 
Demosthenes’ speeches are peppered with a wide variety of arguments to 
justify optimism in the face of Philip’s apparent superiority.’ His statement 
that “His present prospects are not so bright or satisfactory as they seem 
and as a superficial observer might pronounce them” is typical.°° 

As usual the situation is not a simple or straightforward one: the opposite 
tendency, to exaggerate the strength of the enemy, is also important in war 
oratory.“ Demosthenes must portray vividly the threat that Philip presents, 
for Demosthenes can only invoke the necessity of self-defense to goad 
Athens into action by showing that Philip is a grave threat to Athens. This 
argument presents a dilemma: the more Demosthenes claims that Philip is 
a grave menace, the more difficult is his job of convincing the Athenians 
that they can defeat him. Demosthenes usually breaks this impasse with 
one of two related arguments. First, Philip's power is growing, so he can 
be beaten now (optimism), but not later (threat).°° Second, optimism is 
amply justified, but only if every Athenian citizen does his duty for the 
state, something that they have failed to do in the past. Thus, Philip is now 
a threat; he can be beaten if the Athenians act as they ought.” 

We can never tell which of Demosthenes’ many arguments were decisive, 
but the frequent emphasis he places on encouraging optimism supports 


6 
66 
67 


ro 


Dem. 4.4-5. 64 Dem. 2.5. 65 E.g. Dem. 1.22-3; 2.3—4, 15-16, 17—20; 4.8. 

Dem. 1.21. See Dem. 15.1213 and [Dem.] 17.25 for more improbable optimism. 

Yunis 1996: 257-68 discusses this dilemma. Cf. Usher 1999: 240. This may explain an observation of 
Connor 1966: 57: Demosthenes’ picture of Philip and Macedonian power is hopelessly contradictory 
since “[h]e is simultaneously obsessed with the menace of Philip . . . and convinced of his weakness.” 
68 For example, in the First Olynthiac Demosthenes first concedes that Philip currently risks seeming 
insane with his threats against Athens (optimism), but then argues that, if Athens does not defeat 
Philip in the north, it risks fighting for Attica itself (threat) (Dem. 1.25-6). 


6 Dem. 2.34, 13; 3.16; 4.2, 7, IO; 9.4—5, 523 10.59. 
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the generalization of the Rhetoric to Alexander and suggests optimism’s 
importance in the genesis of Athens wars. 

As we have seen, Blainey’s model of states as rational calculators, albeit 
systematically inaccurate ones, neglects many motivations for war, for 
example anger. But other cultural factors enter into Blainey’s theory as 
sources of optimism and make for a more inclusive and descriptive theory 
than its foundation on a rational-choice model might suggest: 


“Optimism may come from economic conditions [prosperity], the seasons [Spring 
in particular], ideologies and patriotism. It may come from a failure to imagine 
what war is like; for time muffles the pain and sharpens the glories of past wars, 
and national mythology explains away defeats and enshrines victories.””° 


We do not have enough economic information to judge the effect that 
economic prosperity might have in fostering “a sense of mastery of the envi- 
ronment” and consequent optimism and military adventurism — though 
one might recall that some ancient explanations of aggression focused on 
the arrogance bred of wealth.” Since campaigning in ancient times was 
rigorously determined by the seasons, we cannot control for the seasonality 
of campaigning, as Blainey attempts to do, and check his suggestion that 
it is the blooming spring that turns a state’s thoughts to war. 

On the issue of “national mythology” as a cause of optimism, scholars 
of classical Athens are in better shape. Popular understandings of Athenian 
history — represented in public oratory rather than in the written histories 
aimed at an elite readership — focused on its past glories with little regard 
for accuracy; this is precisely the brand of history likely to foster optimism 
and thus the recourse to war.’* Three particular cases exemplify the way 
that a distorted view of the past made Athens more belligerent than it 
would otherwise have been: the oratorical use of the Persian Wars and the 
Corinthian War, and the tendency to discount the Peace of Philocrates.”’ 

Athens’ role in the Persian Wars served in the fifth century to justify 
the Athenian empire. In the fourth century the example of the Persian 
Wars was often deployed in support of Athens’ policy of opposing other 
Greek cities that threatened to become predominant. The connection of 
optimism and intransigence is particularly clear in the use of the oaths of 
Marathon and Salamis in oratorical appeals against Philip.’ Demosthenes 


7° Blainey 1973: 54. 7! See p. 33. 

72 For more detailed considerations of oratorical uses of history see Pearson 1941; Hamilton 1979; 
Worthington 1994; and Milns 1995. 

73 See Badian 1995 for the similar argument that the “ghost of empire” repeatedly led Athens to 
overconfident mistakes in its fourth-century foreign policy; cf. Chambers 1975. 

74 See MacDowell 2000: 337-8 on these oaths. 
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recounts Aeschines’ reading of these oaths in the assembly as part of his “fine 
long speeches” advocating resistance to Philip — a stance Aeschines aban- 
doned after his supposed corruption by Philip.” Hearing these oaths not 
only stirred the ambitions of Athenian men to match their forefathers but 
also encouraged them to associate intransigence with glorious victory. 

The question “what have we done lately?” seems sometimes to have 
occurred to Athenian speakers and to have suggested a search for more 
recent grounds for optimism. Oratorical references to the Corinthian 
War, more recent than the Persian Wars though barely in living mem- 
ory, illustrate well Blainey’s general observation that national memory is 
selective and that indecisive wars often slip surreptitiously into the list of 
victorious wars. Since every nation tends to believe that each of its past 
wars was fought in self-defense, any result that did not change the status 
quo ante for the worse is likely to be remembered as a victory.”° Despite 
the condemnation of the King’s Peace with which the Corinthian War 
ended — a condemnation which Demosthenes himself represents as 
universal”’ — and despite the continuation of the Spartan dominance which 
that treaty ensured, campaigns from the Corinthian War contained grounds 
for optimism according to Demosthenes. He invokes Athenian participa- 
tion in the battle of Haliartus as one of a number of examples likely to scare 
Philip with an indication of what the Athenians can do. Considering Spar- 
tan dominance, it was a brave act for the Athenians to march out in support 
of the Thebans at Haliartus. But, in fact, the Athenians arrived too late 
to take part in that battle, though Demosthenes’ inspirational history has 
little use for such details.”* In another case, the Athenians serving together 
with their mercenaries around Corinth did inflict a defeat on Sparta, but it 
was manifestly inconclusive — indeed, immediately after the defeat, Sparta 
ravaged the territory of Athens’ allies — and, to repeat the key point, the 
Athenians did not win the war.” 

I have mentioned already Blainey’s theory that states become overcon- 
fident in peacetime and acquire a realistic self-assessment during wars. An 
accurate view of Philip’s and Athens’ respective power led Athens to agree to 
the Peace of Philocrates. So too, the cautious tone of Demosthenes’ On the 
Peace, given shortly after the Peace of Philocrates, suggests a keen awareness 
of Athens’ vulnerability.’ By 343 Demosthenes presents an entirely differ- 
ent picture of the Peace of Philocrates: Athens was doing fine in the war, 


75 Dem. 19.303. 76 Blainey 1973: 58. 77 Dem. 15.29. 78 Dem. 4.17. 

79 Dem. 4.24. Cf. Xen. Hell. 4.5.11-18 for the defeat and Xen. Hell. 4.5.10 for the subsequent ravaging 
by which Agesilaus “showed that no one wanted to come out against him.” 

8° See especially Dem. 5.13-14, 24-5. 
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in command of the sea, threatening Philip’s supply lines, and assisted by 
powerful allies; something like a “stab in the back” — treachery among the 
Athenian ambassadors in this case — brought it down.*' This representation 
of the recent past stems in part from Demosthenes’ enmity with Aeschines, 
but it also plays a role in his campaign to recommence the struggle against 
Philip, a course of action that the outcome of the first war would not 
naturally recommend. As a result, much of his attack on Aeschines in On 
the False Embassy consists of a revisionist account of Athens’ motives for 
the Peace of Philocrates.** Not surprisingly, the intransigent author of On 
Halonnesus also affects to believe that that peace treaty was the result of 
Philip’s duplicity rather than the respective power of the opponents.” 
The incidents and wars that Demosthenes does not mention are perhaps 
as telling as those he does. In For the Liberty of the Rhodians Demosthenes 
argues in favor of risking a conflict with Persia in order to assist the 
Rhodians. He had every reason not to mention how Persia imposed the 
“King’s Peace” on Greece to end the Corinthian War — the first of many 
King’s Peaces. The Social War, which ended disastrously in 355, only five 
years before the First Philippic, is also conspicuous by its absence from 
the historical cases Demosthenes uses in that speech to bolster his case 
for war against Philip. Since we do not possess the speeches that opposed 
Demosthenes’ policies — and which in both of these cases carried the 
day — we cannot say whether Demosthenes’ omissions really reflect a col- 
lective forgetting of past failures or whether the opponents of aggressive 
policies deployed these counter-examples to good effect in their speeches. 
This complexity raises the issue of what sort of historical tradition made 
it possible for such distortions and omissions to influence Athenian policy 
and leads us back to the connection with militarism. First, history was 
not a subject taught in school, so the average Athenian citizen’s knowledge 
of it would depend on oral tradition more than on formal instruction. 
Few would have read a text such as Thucydides’ history.** If there was 
something like an official version of Athens’ past, it would have to be that 
retold in the annual funeral orations, which in most years were expected 
to recount the city’s past achievements as a part of the praise of that year’s 
war dead. And it is in the funeral oration that we see most vividly the 


51 See for example Dem. 19.33—6, 96-7, 123, 141, 147, 149, 153, 328, 336. He repeats these claims in 
Dem. 18.25-7, 30-7. Demosthenes also attacks Eubulus for scaring the Athenians into accepting 
this peace (19.291-2). 

82 MacDowell 2000: 21-2. Demosthenes was also trying to distance himself from the increasingly 
unpopular Peace of Philocrates, which he helped to negotiate (MacDowell 2000: 14). 

83 [Dem.] 7.22-3, 33-4. 84 R, Thomas 1989: 200-2. 85 R, Thomas 1989: 211. 
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flaws of a strident patriotic history. Rosalind Thomas has shown that the 
version of history in the funeral oration served to illustrate the ancestral 
and intrinsic areté of the Athenian people®®: 


There is a tendency for defeats to be remembered as victories... [in a version 
of history] excruciatingly smug and self-congratulatory... Athens’ past is trans- 
formed by selection and alteration so that it consists of a series of victories — moral 
victories if necessary.*” 


To some extent, this bending of history was to be expected in a society whose 
self-image was largely unconstrained by written history — and recall that 
even written history has not curbed the “national mythologies” of Blainey’s 
modern examples. The context of the funeral oration probably contributed 
too. Its account of history was shaped to conform to an occasion whose 
chief aim was to celebrate the military virtues of soldiers who had died for 
Athens. Two aspects of this occasion were crucial. 

First, the military virtues were raised above all others in order to honor 
the men who sacrificed their lives: 


Even for those who were worse in other ways it is right that first place be given 
to valor against enemies on behalf of country; by effacing evil with good, they 
became public benefactors rather than individual malefactors.** 


Second, Lycurgus in his speech Against Leocrates brings up the funeral 
oration and describes its content as “the praise which is to them the only 
reward for danger.”*? Lycurgus himself is far from questioning the funeral 
oration, but I suspect that only the most extravagant praise — if even that — 
would compensate the families of the war dead for their losses. Athenian 
orators seem to have done their best to provide such praise both for the 
dead soldiers and for the cause — usually taken simply to be Athens — for 
which they died. In this context one can easily imagine that any hesitation 
to glorify and embellish the past might be resented as casting aspersion on 
the public honors of those who had recently died for Athens. No surviving 
oration takes any such liberty.’° 

Thomas points out that the “epitaphic tradition of Athens’ past recurs 
wherever defence, praise or emulation of the ancestors was called for, and it 
gives the impression of being an automatic and conventional response.” 


86 R, Thomas 1989: 231. 87 R, Thomas 1989: 203, 206, 231; see also Pritchard 1999: 21-2. 

88 Thuc. 2.42.3. 8 Lycurg. Leoc. 46. 

9° The beginning of Plato’s Menexenus pokes fun at the Athenian funeral oration; the families of recent 
war dead were not an important part of his intended audience. Although this work is difficult to 
classify and interpret, its account of Athenian history (239d-246a) contains in an extraordinary 
concentration all the flaws that plague patriotic history. 

%1 R, Thomas 1989: 211. 
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The patriotic history of the funeral oration was not isolated from the 
Athenian sense of history that informed their decisions in the assembly. 
Thus militarism, by means of the funeral oration, tended to encourage the 
optimistic miscalculations that can lead to war. 

Another factor also played a part. Given Athenian militarism, each 
generation's desire to live up to its ancestors — a topic we shall revisit in 
Chapter 5 — required success in war above all. Indeed, the pro-war appeal 
to live up to the monuments of past glories became so standard that 
orators opposing wars launched pre-emptive attacks on it. For example, 
Aeschines described the assembly leading up to the acceptance of the Peace 
of Philocrates: 


but the popular speakers arose and with one consent ignored the question of the 
safety of the state, but called on you to gaze at the Propylaea of the Acropolis, and 
remember the battle of Salamis, and the tombs and trophies of our forefathers. I 
replied that we must indeed remember all these, but must imitate the wisdom of our 
forefathers, and beware of their mistakes and their unseasonable jealousies . . . but 
I urged that we should take warning from the Sicilian expedition. . . ° 


We do not possess Aeschines’ actual words, but we see a second description 
of their basic import in Demosthenes’ claim that Aeschines had changed 
from patriotic intransigence to shameless Philippizer after he had been 
bribed. After Aeschines’ supposed subversion, 


[he] stood up and made a speech and spoke in support of him [Philocrates], words 
for which (Zeus and all gods) he deserves to die many times over. He said you 
should not remember your ancestors or put up with people talking about trophies 
and naval battles...” 


It seems that Aeschines went too far by questioning the pro-war argument, 
“let us live up to our ancestors”; Demosthenes certainly believed that 
Aeschines was vulnerable here and took full advantage of his opponent’s slip. 
Apart from this, it is only in Isocrates’ On the Peace that the appeal to the 
military success of the ancestors is questioned — and this was a pamphlet for 
an elite readership, not an assembly speech.?* Thus, Aeschines’ misstep and 
Isocrates’ pamphlet are the exceptions that prove the rule: the invocation 


9? Aeschin. 2.74-5, cf. 2.63. 

% Dem. 19.15-16. See also Dem. 19.307, 311. I find it more probable that Aeschines was carried away in 
his attacks on continuing the war with Philip and succumbed to the temptation of wit and paradox 
rather than that Demosthenes invented this apothegm in its entirety; contra Milns 1995: 2. 

94 Tsoc. 8.36-8, 79-85 (cf. 8.30, 54-5, 87-8, 90, 91-2). See pp. 262-4 on On the Peace. 
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of the Athens’ military tradition was a commonly used but still powerful 
weapon in the arsenal of pro-war orators.” 

This deployment of a distorted, patriotic history with roots in militarism 
does not, of course, tell the whole story. Athens would not have done as 
well as it did and might not have survived at all, if unrestrained self-flattery 
and grandiosity reigned supreme in the assembly.’ To begin with, some 
speakers affected the pose of a stern and honest advisor not interested 
in flattering the demos but in benefiting it. Aeschines’ argument for the 
Peace of Philocrates — castigated by Demosthenes but on the side that 
carried the day — may have fitted in that category.”” Thucydides presents 
Nicias as advising strongly, though without success, against the Sicilian 
expedition — and on good grounds to judge by the outcome and the 
specific military problems the Athenians were to face.” Demosthenes’ On 
the Peace (24-5) admonishes the Athenians, advising them to know the 
limits of their power.” In other places, although he takes a pro-war stance 
vis-a-vis Philip, he condemns orators who please their audience while 
neglecting their long-term interests.'°° A number of sayings attributed by 
Plutarch to Phocion, a prominent politician and general, and probably 
derived from contemporary sources also provide counter-examples to a 
one-sided picture of over-optimistic Athenian belligerence. For example, 
in a case involving a border dispute Phocion urged the Athenians to fight 
the Thebans with words, in which they were superior, rather than to fight 
with weapons, where the Thebans had the edge.’ The funeral oration was 
manifestly not the whole of Athenian culture. 


95 Some examples are as follows: Arist. RA. 3.10.1411aI-20; Dem. 2.24; 3.21-6; 4.17, 23-5; 6.10-125 
8.425 9.36, 40, 45, 74-6; 10.14, 24-5 (8.48-9), 46-7; 14.1-2, 41; 15.223, 27-8, 35; Exordia 33; [Dem.] 
7-7, 12; 17.30. Cf. Thuc. 1.71.7, 122.3, 144.33 2.62.3; 4.92.7. 

9° Harding 1995. 97 E.g. Aeschin. 2.70. 9% Thuc. 6.9-14, 19-22. 

99 Dem. 5.24-5. See also, e.g., 4.23, 40; 9.1. 

100 E.g. Dem. 3.243 6.3-5; 9.75; 10.3-4. See Burckhardt 1996: 221. 11 Plut, Phoc. 9.4. 


CHAPTER 4 


The unequal treatment of states 


A state’s attitude and conduct towards other states can depend on the 
actions of those states and on their perceived status, in rough terms, on 
what they do and on what they are. One can order foreign policies based 
on the extent to which they incorporate one or the other of these criteria. 
One end of this spectrum is the view that two states for reasons of religion, 
ethnicity, or political system are natural enemies or natural friends and that 
no other grounds for war or, conversely, peace and alliance are necessary. 
An extreme example of this way of judging a state on its status rather 
than its actions is reported from Tsin China when the Tartars asked for a 
peace treaty: “ ‘Amity,’ the prince exclaimed, ‘what do they know of amity? 
The barbarous savages! Give them war as the portion due to our natural 
enemies.’”' This story, whether accurate or typical or not, illustrates the 
status-based extreme of our spectrum: a case where no particular action 
was required to provoke war and where even the request for a peace treaty 
could not avert “the portion due to our natural enemies.” In contrast, a 
foreign policy that considered other states’ actions only and took no account 
of political differences or similarities, putative superiority or inferiority, 
ethnicity or religion would occupy the opposite, action-based end of the 
spectrum. 

Two major theories of international relations place a great deal of weight 
on this issue; both assert the superiority of the action-based rather than 
the status-based end of the spectrum. The notion of a rule of law among 
states typically encompasses an ideal of judging states on equal terms: 
according to international law, aggression is aggression whether the state 
perpetrating it is democratic or communist, Slavic or Arabian, Islamic 
or Christian. Paradoxically, this legalistic ideal coincides to a large extent 
with the prescriptions of Realism: prudent calculations about how to act 
towards other states take into account their power — and hence are at 


* Phillipson 1911: 41. 
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odds with the egalitarian ideal of international law — but they do not take 
into account other status-based considerations: to worry about whether 
an advantageous alliance was with a communist, Chinese, or Hindu state 
would merely distract a statesman from determining and following his 
state’s interest.* This logic lay behind Winston Churchill’s famous quip 
about his attitude towards the Soviet Union during World War II: “if 
Hitler invaded Hell, I should at least make a favorable reference to the 
Devil in the House of Commons.” In part as a result of the influence 
of legalistic and Realist thought, the action-based end of the spectrum is 
generally considered the more modern. 

In general the Athenians tended to place more weight on actions than 
on status: ethnic and religious judgments are attested but were of limited 
applicability and force. On the other hand, attitudes about the intersection 
of internal politics and foreign relations were complex in ways similar to 
modern views. Related to the question of state type in this sense is the 
issue of hierarchy among states. Did Athenians judge states differently on 
account of their power or prestige? Could a lack of deference by a less 
powerful state to a more powerful one be considered a casus belli? This 
issue of hierarchy is theoretically tricky and our evidence sometimes points 
in different directions, but recent treatments exaggerate the extent to which 
hierarchy among states was approved. 

Although it will be useful to treat these categories — ethnicity, reli- 
gion, politics, and hierarchy — separately, we should not forget that they 
overlapped and influenced each other. Ethnic differences or similarities 
were often linked to religion.‘ Isocrates’ Panhellenic crusade against Persia 
required hierarchy in the form ofa leading state to unite the Greeks.’ Such a 
war would be justified not only because the Greeks considered the Persians 
foreign, but also because they viewed them as slavish and thus inferiors.° 
Their inferiority was linked to their monarchic system of government in 
which all but the king were considered slaves — according to some Greeks 
at least.’ 


PHILOSOPHICAL DISTORTIONS 


Before we turn to the different categories of status-based arguments, an issue 
concerning our sources requires discussion: Plato and Aristotle provide 


2 Walt 1987: 33. 3 Walt 1987: 38. 
4 Hornblower 1992: 174; Hall 1997: 100; van Wees 2004: 9—10. 5 Low 2007: 64-6. 
7 Long 1986: 108; Rosivach 1999. 7 See Missiou 1993. 
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brief synopses of reasons for states to go to war. These are predominantly 
status-based and have contributed to distorted modern views of Greek 
thinking about the relations of states. We have already encountered the 
general reasons why assembly speeches provide more trustworthy evidence 
for mainstream ideas than do the philosophers; one particular case will flesh 
out this contrast and provide an entrée to our investigations of popular 
Athenian views. 

In the Politics Aristotle argues that states should not try to conquer 
and dominate their neighbors. Rather, military practices should aim at the 
following three goals: 


[First of all they should provide against their own enslavement, and in the second 
place obtain empire for the good of the governed, and not for the sake of exercising 
a general despotism, and in the third place they should seek to be masters only 
over those who deserve to be slaves.* 


This short passage is possibly Aristotle’s only comprehensive statement 
about legitimate war. 

Plato never describes the grounds of legitimate war, but, in a long and 
vehement passage, he argues that Greeks and barbaroi are naturally enemies 
and that it would be a good thing to direct Hellenic aggression against the 
barbaroi.? When it comes to wars between Greeks, Plato is less permissive 
than Aristotle — perhaps because he did not distinguish different types 
of rule, one of which might be appropriate over Greek cities. Whereas 
Aristotle seems willing to countenance wars to establish benevolent rule 
even over Greek cities, Plato deprecates all conflict among Greeks as “sick” 
and “civil war,” and he insists that such wars, if they were to be fought at 
all, should be conducted within strict limits.*° 

There are some parallels between the views of these two philosophers and 
popular conceptions, but neither is typical. Indeed, both philosophers seem 
to be arguing against more widespread views. Plato condemns most Greek 
wars as “sick.” Aristotle’s second and third reasons for war are couched 
in terms of limits placed on wider conceptions of what justifies war. He 
presents his own views as moral and restrained in contrast to popular, 
permissive attitudes towards war.” Indeed, there was a substantial difference 
in emphasis between Aristotle’s thinking and that of the Athenian assembly. 


8 Arist. Pol. 7.1333b39—1334a3]; cf. Arist. Pol. 7.1324a11~12. On this passage see Garlan 1989: 28-30 and 
Ostwald 1996: 11-16. Cf. Laurenti 1987 on Aristotle’s thinking about warfare. 

9 Pl. Resp. 5.469b—471b. On turning against “the barbarian” see in particular 469c, 470c. Cf. Pl. 
Menex. 245c-d. 

'° Pl. Resp. 5.470c-d, 471a-b. He uses nosein.. . kai stasiazein. 

1 See also Arist. RA. 1.3.1358b25—-1359a8 and Arist. Pol. 7.1324b5—9. 
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The difference does not lie, however, in Aristotle’s superior morality; it lies 
in Aristotle’s emphasis on the status of the combatants rather than their 
actions. A strong emphasis on the ubiquity and naturalness of hierarchy 
permeates Aristotle’s thinking in general. Here in particular his three 
grounds for war are expressed in terms of legitimate or illegitimate rule. 
Self-defense is warranted on the grounds that it would prevent unnatural 
enslavement — for Aristotle’s ideal city is not populated by natural slaves. 
Rule over other cities must be like a legitimate government, which benefits 
both parties, and not be despotic; enslavement should be practiced only 
against those who deserve it. Aristotle seems almost to imply that if a 
state aims at legitimate rule or if another people consist of natural slaves, 
no further justification for an attack is necessary.” Plato, too, focuses on 
the status of the combatants: whether they are Greek or non-Greek is the 
crucial issue for him. 

Plato and Aristotle may have possessed another, perhaps complementary, 
set of criteria for legitimate war based on the actions of the states involved. 
Even in his discussion of the “civil wars” among Greeks, Plato implies a 
distinction between the guilty and innocent: wars between Greek cities 
should be limited and “they will say that only a few at any time are their 
foes, those, namely, who are to blame for the quarrel...” and “will carry 
the conflict only to the point of compelling the guilty to do justice.” Thus 
the status of combatants does not exhaust Plato’s criterion for judgment. 
So, too, Aristotle’s explicit arguments for the equivalence of individual and 
state morality may imply that his whole ethical theory can be applied to 
states.” The likelihood that Platos and Aristotle’s full views were more 
complex than their few brief discussions would suggest makes it even more 
important not to place too much weight on their apparent emphasis on 
ethnicity and hierarchy."° 

Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon do not portray such issues as 
important to the way the Greeks justified their wars. Nor, as we shall 
see, were such arguments prominent in the assembly speeches of our 


12 Arist. Pol. 1.1254a20-33. 

3 So Newman 1887-1902: 1.328: “This enumeration of wars omits wars waged in defence of allies, but 
it is wide enough to be accepted by any conqueror, however ambitious, who might be willing to 
adjust his methods of rule to the claims of the states subjugated by him.” 

4 Plato, Resp. 5.471a-b. 

See especially Arist. Pol. 7.1323b40-1324a13 with Low 2007: 160-73. 

I suspect that their full views might well have resembled that of Isocrates, still on one end of the 

spectrum of Athenian opinion. He believed that the legitimate use of military force was against 

“the barbarians... those doing wrong . . . those who invade their territory” (Isoc. 12.219-20). This 

conception shares Plato’s and Aristotle's emphasis on considerations of status and, with its reference 

to “those doing wrong,” is consonant with criteria of proper and improper conduct. 
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period. Orators typically advocated or deprecated wars on the grounds 
of other states’ actions rather than their status.” A summarizing passage 
of Demosthenes provides a concise contrast to Aristotle’s précis. Like Aris- 
totle, Demosthenes reveals his conceptions of what justifies war by listing 
the legitimate reasons for military preparedness. He sums up as follows: 


[W]hen all preparation for war is on the same lines and the main objects of an 
armed force are the same — to be strong enough to repel the enemy, to assist one’s 
allies, and to preserve one’s own possessions — why, having open enemies enough, 
must we be looking out for another?" 


Like Aristotle, Demosthenes gives us a list of three reasons for war. These 
reasons come out of a very different conception of what constitutes a just 
war. 

Demosthenes first object of military preparedness, “to repel the enemy,” 
is an unobjectionable statement of the right of self-defense. Demosthenes 
second reason for possessing an armed force is to “assist one’s allies,” a com- 
mon enough reason for war, but one that does not imply any hierarchy 
between the states involved.” Demosthenes’ third grounds for war, to pro- 
tect one’s possessions, cannot just be repeating the right of self-defense. He 
must be referring, however vaguely, either to Athens’ right to defend its rule 
outside its own borders or to its rights to prior conquests and cleruchies.*° 
Thus, we seem to have something like Aristotle's argument that, in some 
circumstances, imperialism can justify war. But, unlike Aristotle, Demos- 
thenes does not try to justify the initial acquisition of rule over another 
state: he makes no mention of how the “possessions” had been acquired. 
He bases his argument on the maintenance of the status quo rather than on 
the nature of Athenian rule. 

A passage in For the Liberty of the Rhodians provides a close parallel. 
There, Demosthenes relates a rule of conduct equally applicable to Athens 
and to Persia — an equality in itself contrary to Plato’s and Aristotle’s ethnic 
distinctions: 


17 Garlan 1989: 34. 
8 Dem. 14.11. We find two similar lists of grounds for war: 

@ Euripides, Heraclidae 162-5: “Of what lands will you allege you have been robbed, of what 
booty despoiled, that you go to war with Argos? In defense of what allies, on whose behalf will 
you bury the fallen?” 

®  Andoc. 3.13: “For I think that all men would agree that it is necessary to make war for these 
reasons, either when they are being wronged or to help those who are being wronged.” 

19 See also [Arist.] Rb. Al. 2.1425a13-15. Pl. Leg. 5.737d; Arist. Pol. 7.1327a41-b3 mention in passing aid 
to neighbors as a reason for war. 
2° E.g. Dem. 4.4-6 seems to regard Potidaea, Pydna, and Methone as belonging to Athens. 
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For indeed, if the King admitted me to his presence and asked me for my advice, 
I should give him the same that I gave you — to defend his own subjects, if any 
of the Greeks attacked them, but to claim no sovereignty over those who did not 
belong to him.” 


As in the case of “possessions,” one is again left wondering how 
“sovereignty” is ever acquired in the first place. The elision of this issue in 
these two passages is not accidental. In popular thinking, the establishment 
of hierarchy among states was a controversial and awkward topic. It is one 
that Demosthenes skips when he can and never invokes as the grounds 
for war. In contrast, Aristotle is not ambivalent about the desirability of 
hierarchy in general as long as it is a natural and thus a mutually beneficial 
one. 

In Demosthenes’ summary of reasons for military preparations, war 
would be justified by an attack against Athens, against an ally of Athens, 
or against a possession of Athens. Whether the attacker was Greek or 
barbarian, a natural slave or ruler, mattered not a bit. Although this passage 
provides a prophylactic against putting too much weight on the status- 
dominated views of Plato and Aristotle, this completely action-based set of 
rules is not the complete picture. Rather, popular views were ambivalent 
and mixed. Let us turn now in more detail to the different categories of 
status-based arguments found in assembly speeches. 


ETHNICITY 


Athenians judged, and perhaps treated, states differently on account of 
their ethnicity.” Some states were culturally similar to Athens and could 
point to a fictive kinship; others were dissimilar and could not. The distinc- 
tion between Ionian and Dorian Greeks played a role in interstate politics 
in the fifth century but had faded almost to nothing in our period. On the 
other hand, the contrast between Greeks and non-Greeks, or “barbarians,” 
crystallized during the Persian Wars and, in the fourth century, provided 
the basis for Panhellenism, the notion that the Greek city-states should 
give up their mutual animosities and together attack the Persian empire. 
Demosthenes gave Panhellenism a new twist when he cast the Macedo- 
nians under Philip as the new barbarian threat against which the Greeks 


2 Dem. 15.7 (trans. modified). 

» I will be using ethnicity in a general sense encompassing not only fictive kinship but also the 
“linguistic, religious, and cultural criteria” that had become more important by the fourth century 
(Hall 2001: 166). See also Hall 2002: 172—228 with the criticisms of Konstan 1997b. 
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should unite — and even recommended an alliance with Persia against the 
Macedonians. 

Treating states in ethnic terms must have had persuasive force or orators 
would not have based arguments on it. Nevertheless, ethnic thinking had a 
limited impact on Athenian decisions: ethnic classifications and judgments 
were malleable and tended to be shaped by other factors rather than to 
determine decisions. Indeed, this section risks giving too much attention 
to such arguments: we will necessarily be focusing on cases where an 
ethnic argument could be and was made, concerning Ionians, Dorians, 
Persians, or Macedonians. But, in a great number of cases — for example 
the Peloponnesian alliances considered in For the Megalopolitans — no such 
arguments were or could be attempted. 

Appeals to the division of much of the Greek world into Ionians and 
Dorians were common in the fifth century.” Though Thucydides may 
deny the importance of this ethnic feeling, his text reveals that arguments 
based on the natural affinity of these groups and their hostility towards each 
other were staples of political rhetoric of the Peloponnesian War period and 
must have carried some weight.** But strikingly the distinction between 
Ionians and Dorians seems to have disappeared from the political discourse 
of the fourth century.” This way of categorizing states was incompatible 
with the realities of interstate politics after the Peloponnesian War. The 
century began with Dorian Sparta controlling Ionia and at war with an 
Athens allied with the Dorian Argos and Corinth. Nor did this ethnic 
scheme fit subsequent alignments any better. The division into Ionians 
and Dorians was the tail that could not wag the dog of power politics that 
determined these alliances and enmities. Thucydides’ earlier skepticism 
about the role of ethnicity was, in part, justified. 

Attitudes towards Persia and especially Persian culture were more com- 
plex than contempt and hostility and could even include admiration.*° 
Nevertheless, the contrast between the Greeks in general and non-Greeks 
remained strong and provided the basis for Panhellenism, which found its 
most vehement expression in the fourth century.’ The full Panhellenic 


23 Aeolic solidarity is mentioned in Thuc. 8.100.3. 

24 Skepticism: Thuc. 3.86.4; 6.76.2 (Hermocrates); 7.57. Ethnic appeals: Thuc. 1.95.1, 124.1; 3.86.33 
5-9-1; 6.77.1, 80.2, 82.2; 7.5.43 8.25.3; countered at 4.61.23. Cf. 5.104. On these passages see Roberts 
1982: 3, also 5-6, 14. 

235 Hall 2002: 226-7; Said 2001: 277-8. 

26 See Hirsch 1985; M. Miller 1997; cf. Long 1986: 161: “In dealing with the foreign, the other, hardly 
any minds are so small as to be consistent.” 

27 On Panhellenism see, e.g., Perlman 1976; Cawkwell 1982; Laforse 1998; Green 1996; Said 2001; Hall 
2002: 205-20, and Mitchell 2007. 
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program, as repeatedly propounded by Isocrates, involved peace among 
Greek cities and a coalition to campaign against the Persian empire, the 
richest, most conspicuous, and most powerful non-Greek state.” Such a 
program represented the expression of Greek solidarity, on the one hand, 
and hostility to and superiority over non-Greeks on the other. Some state- 
ments to this effect are explicit: “Victories over barbarians require tro- 
phies, while those over Greeks demand funeral lamentation.”*” We have 
seen that Plato condemned wars among Greeks and approved of those 
against non-Greeks. Oblique evidence confirms the ubiquity of this way 
of thinking. For example, Alastar Jackson argues that “unease at what was 
coming to seem brutal and out of place in Panhellenic shrines, namely 
the commemoration of victories over fellow Greeks by means of armour 
and weapons stripped from the corpses of the slain” led to a ban of this 
practice — though such spoils were still dedicated within Greek cities.*° 
More sinister, a few passages, concerning towns whose inhabitants were 
killed, enslaved, or expelled, seem to be trying to palliate this brutal prac- 
tice by referring to the inhabitants as a mixed population, rather than 
Greeks.** 

Most scholars agree on two points in the interpretation of Panhellenism. 
First, it must have appealed to popular sentiment, or speakers and writers 
would not have deployed the argument so frequently.** Second, it tended to 
be outweighed or distorted by more concrete considerations, conspicuous 
among them the mutual enmity of the Greek city-states.” As a result 
Panhellenic appeals could even be twisted to justify the quarrels of Greek 
states with each other.** For example, the Spartans put forward a specious 
Panhellenic justification of their installation of a puppet government in 
Thebes.’ Overall, it is hard to imagine foreign policies more at odds with 
the ideals of Panhellenism than those actually practiced by Greek city-states 
through most of the fourth century: they fought each other often and not 
only never attacked Persia but even vied for Persian acknowledgment of 
their claims and Persian support of their wars against each other. 


28 E.g. Isoc. 4.131-6; 5.119-20, 126; 12.44, 83; Ep. 3.3. See also Said 2001: 281 on Isoc. 12.163: “he even 
assimilates this ‘most just and necessary war’ to ‘the war we carry on together with all mankind 
against the savagery of the wild beasts.’ ” 

29 Gorgias fr. 84 sb (Diels—Kranz). 3° Jackson 1991: 228, 247. See also Xen. Hell. 3.2.22. 

31 Van Wees 2004: 7 on Xen. Hell. 2.1.15; see also Thuc. 3.61.2. 

E.g. Perlman 1976: 5; Green 1996: 7; Laforse 1998: 57; note the caveats of Hall 2002: 219. See the 

survey of the scholarship in Mitchell 2007: xv—xxvi. 

3 E.g. Dunkel 1938: 305; Walbank 1951: 54-6; Said 2001: 286; Hall 2002: 207-8. Cf. Dem. 14.12: “But 
as yet their fear of Persia is subordinate to their feuds with you and, in some cases, with one another.” 

34 E.g. Laforse 1998 on Xen. Hell. 1.6.12. 35 Hamilton 1980: 91. 
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Demosthenes displays contradictory attitudes towards Panhellenism.*° 
In For the Liberty of the Rhodians he advocates an intervention that might 
risk a war with the Persians, who had installed an oligarchy in Rhodes. 
He needs to present the Persians as less formidable than other Athenians 
feared.*” He does this mainly with calculations based on power politics 
and with inferences from probability.** He also bases one argument on the 
inferiority of the Persians: “So, too, the Rhodians are guilty of spurning 
an equal alliance with Athens, Greeks and their betters, and now are slaves 
of slaves and barbarians.”*” He also scoffs at the Athenians for fearing 
Artemisia, who was not only a barbarian, but a woman.*° 

The political context of On the Navy-Boards was a furor roused by an 
action of the Persian king which suggested hostile intention.“ Although 
the main aim of Demosthenes’ speech is to counsel moderation, he does 
concede several points to Panhellenistic sentiment. He assumes the superi- 
ority of Greek soldiers.** He calls the Persian king the “common enemy of 
all the Greeks.” Most apropos of our topic, he argues that, were Greece 
united, he “should not count it wrong in us to do him [the Persian king] 
wrong.”** But Greece was not united and Demosthenes is more inclined 
to admit this state of affairs than to rail against it as Isocrates did. Rather 
than peace and unity among the Greeks, Demosthenes seems to think in 
terms of two types of war, a milder brand within the Greek community 
and another against the barbarians. For the Athenians in particular, “even 
when wronged by them [fellow Greeks], it would not be honourable to 
exact such a penalty from the wrong-doers as to leave them under the heel 
of the barbarians.”*’ There should be limits, it seems, to the enmity among 
Greek states; subjection of any Greek state to the barbarians is too harsh a 
fate for the Athenians, the defenders of liberty, to inflict. 

Before we investigate the reasons to doubt whether even this limited 
Panhellenism commanded Demosthenes’ full assent, let us consider the 
predominant ethnic argument in Demosthenes’ oratory; for Demosthenes 
is famous for his opposition to Macedonia and not on account of his sundry 
statements about Persia. For example, in the Third Philippic Demosthenes 
invokes Hellenic prejudice against Philip and Macedonia: 


a 


Dunkel 1938. 37 Dem. 15.5—13. 38 Dem. 15.10. 

Dem. 15.15. The Rhodians are “slaves of a slave” in that Demosthenes considers the Persian satraps 

slaves; see Missiou 1993. 

4° Dem. 15.23. 

4 Dem. 14.8-9 with Schafer 1885-7: 1.455-61; Sealey 1993: 128; and Fox 1997: 177-81 for different 
reconstructions of the historical circumstances of the speech. 

42 Dem. 14.9. 4 Dem. 14.3, 36. 44 Dem. 14.37. 4 Dem. 14.6-7. Cf. Dunkel 1938: 295. 
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[T]he wrongs which the Greeks suffered from the Lacedaemonians or from us, 
they suffered at all events at the hands of true-born sons of Greece, and they 
might have been regarded as the acts of a legitimate son, born to great possessions, 
who should be guilty of some fault or error in the management of his estate: so 
far he would deserve blame and reproach, yet it could not be said that it was an 
unrelated person or not the lawful heir who was acting thus. But if some slave or 
suppositious child had wasted and squandered what he had no right to, heavens! 
how much more monstrous and exasperating all would have called it! Yet they 
have no such qualms about Philip and his present conduct, though he is not only 
no Greek, nor related to the Greeks, but not even a barbarian from any place that 
can be named with honor, but a pestilent knave from Macedonia, from which it 
was never before possible to buy even a decent slave.*° 


Despite a long history of Macedonian claims of heroic descent — from 
Heracles*” — Demosthenes here denies Philip any fictive kinship with the 
Greeks. The comparison of Philip with a slave is a household metaphor, 
but one that denies rather than affirms connections and thus rules out 
the possibility of mutual obligation or even accommodation.** It enhances 
the argument based on ethnicity and invokes the full weight of familial 
stability and hierarchy against him. For a Macedonian to defeat and rule 
Greek cities was a reversal of the natural and proper order of things, similar 
to a slave, the lowest person in the household, taking over the patrimony.*” 

Demosthenes often represents Macedonia as the new Persia, an intrin- 
sically hostile, barbarian state threatening Greece. He argues that, in the 
good old days, Athens distrusted both barbarians and tyrants and thus 
“Greek power was dreaded by the barbarians, not the barbarian by the 
Greeks. But that is no longer so.”*° In a similar vein, he claims that during 
the period of the Athenian empire, the king of Macedonia was subject 
to Athens, “as a barbarian ought to be subject to Greeks” — not only an 
ethnocentric statement but a historical distortion.” Indeed, any reference 
to Philip as a barbaros served the purpose of arousing feelings of antipathy 
and outrage against the outsider.” 

This type of appeal was widespread: both Eubulus and Aeschines report- 
edly employed it.” The On Halonnesus, Hyperides Funeral Oration, and 


46 Dem. 9.30-1 (trans. modified) with Badian 1982: 42. 47 Badian 1982; Borza 1995. 

48 See Chapter 5 on household metaphors. See C. Jones 1999 for the force of fictive kinship in ancient 
diplomacy. 

49 Aristotle, Rhetoric (2.9.9—10), describes the resentment aroused by those who have recently prospered. 

5° Dem. 9.45; see also 38-9. 5 Dem. 3.24. 

5 Hajdú 2002: 275 cites Dem. 3.16; 9.31; 19.305 (quoting Aeschines), 19.308 (others so describe Philip), 
and 19.327. See also Dem. 3.20, 4.10. 

3 Dem. 19.303—4. 
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the speech Against Diondas also take the tack of representing the Mace- 
donians as the new barbarian menace to Greece.” Even after Philip’s 
ascendancy and Alexander’s conquest of Persia in the name of Greece, 
the “Lamian War” against Macedonia was known at the time as the Hel- 
lenic War and thus assimilated to other wars by the Greeks against foreign 
invaders.” 

Demosthenes claims that Aeschines changed his attitude to Philip as 
the result of bribery. His account shows the significance of the definition 
of Philip as barbarian or as a Greek — and that opinions could differ. 
Before this putative, sinister transformation Aeschines described Philip as 
“the enemy of all the Greeks,” which also was the stereotypical way of 
condemning the Persian king.” In contrast, after his conversion Aeschines 
supposedly described Philip in glowing terms including the compliment 
that he was “superlatively Greek” and, perhaps as a consequence, “a great 
lover of Athens.” The reverse of the application of ethnic arguments 
against Philip was the eventual popularity, even in Athens, that Philip 
garnered by his announcement that he was going to lead a Panhellenic 
crusade against Persia.” 

To a large extent, Demosthenes was playing upon, rather than cre- 
ating, antipathy against Macedonia as outsiders in the Greek world. In 
the late fifth century, the Macedonian king Archelaus, a patron of Greek 
culture, could be mocked in similar terms: Thrasymachus asked “Shall 
we, being Greeks, be slaves to Archelaus, a barbarian?”°° This was not 
just a matter of Athenian prejudice but exemplifies a widespread feeling. 
Despite attempts by Alexander I, “the Philhellene,” and later by Archelaus — 
with the help of Euripides — to construct a heroic Greek ancestry and 
Argive connections for the Macedonian ruling house, Greeks remained 
unpersuaded and Archelaus was not allowed to compete at the Olympic 
festival.® It seems that no Macedonian king before Philip II partic- 
ipated in Panhellenic games. That Philip was able to do so is testi- 
mony more to his overwhelming political skills backed by formidable 


5 [Dem.] 7.7; Hyp. 6.12; Hyp. Against Diondas 4.12-23 and 6.11-18 in Carey et al. (2008). 

5 Ashton 1984: 153-4. See also Herrman (forthcoming) on Hyperides 6.5, 12, 20, 37. 

56 Hall 2001: 160-1. 57 See pp. 78-9. 5 Dem. 19.308. 

59 Cawkwell 1978a: 120. On Athenian ambivalence see also Markle 1976 and Hall 2001. One might 
compare the honors bestowed on Evagoras of Cyprus for his crucial support of Athens early in 
the fourth century; a fragmentary honorific Athenian decree stresses his services to the Greeks and 
probably emphasized his own Greekness (RO no. 11= JG ii? 20, lines 12, 17). 

6° Fr, IL.85.2 (Diels—Kranz). See Borza 1995 on Archelaus’ cultural policies. 

& Eugene Borza has offered compelling reasons to doubt the story in Herodotus 5.22 that Alexander 
I competed at the Olympics (1990: 111-12). 
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military power than to acceptance by the Greeks of his Hellenic 
ancestry.‘ 

Demosthenes went further than merely depicting a new barbarian threat 
coming from Macedon; he advocated an alliance with Persia. In his later 
speeches against Philip, Demosthenes not only omits any derogatory ref- 
erences to the Persians, of the type he made in On the Navy-Boards, but he 
explicitly reverses that opinion and condemns the exact phrase he himself 
had used.*’ He advises the Athenians to “ drop the foolish prejudice against 
the Persians that has so often brought about your discomfiture — “the bar- 
barian,” “the common foe of us all,” and all such phrases.”°* Demosthenes’ 
definition and condemnation of the barbarian seems to have followed in 
attendance on two more important considerations in Athenian foreign 
policy. 

First, as we shall see, the amoral pursuit of advantage, Realism, played a 
large part in Athenian foreign policy. In the Third Philippic Demosthenes 
argues that the Athenians need to appeal to the Persian king “for even 
his interests are not unaffected if we prevent Philip from subduing the 
whole country” and he might be “somebody to share your danger and your 
expenses when the time comes.”® In the Fourth Philippic he repeats the 
argument: “There is nothing the state needs so much for the upcoming 
struggle as money.”°° Amoral calculations of interest, albeit defensive rather 
than imperial, go a long way towards explaining Demosthenes’ reversal on 
Persia — which did open him up to criticism.°” 

Second, action-based criteria also play a role. Demosthenes sums up his 
position in terms of the ethic of reciprocity: “the man who is wronging 
both parties should be punished by both in common.” Earlier, in On the 
Navy-Boards, Demosthenes emphasized repeatedly that Athens should not 
start a war with Persia unless and until the king’s hostile intentions became 
clear.°? In For the Liberty of the Rhodians Demosthenes implied that Athens 
and Persia ought to live by the same rules of interstate conduct.’”° Although 
wars with non-Greeks sometimes required less justification than those with 
Greeks, they still required some. Even Alexander and Philip justified their 
invasion of Persia not just based on a natural enmity between Greeks and 
Persians, but on grounds of revenge for the Persian invasion of a century 


& Borza 1995: 129. 6 Dem. 10.31-4 with Hajdú 2002: 254-84. 

64 Dem. 10.33. Hajdú 2002: 275-6; cf. Dem. 14.3, 36. 

65 Dem. 9.71. This passage appears only in the longer version of the Third Philippic; see Appendix 1: 
Speeches and texts. 

66 Dem. 10.31. 67 Aeschin. 3.257-9. 68 Dem. 10.33. 

69 Dem. 14.3-5, 10, 35, 38; 41. 7° Dem. 15.7. 
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and a half before, for the sake of the gods whose temples the Persians had 
destroyed, and in retaliation for Persia's recent support of Byzantium and 
Perinthus against Philip.” In India Alexander tried to justify his attacks 
even against non-Greek people.”* Panhellenism notwithstanding, Brian 
Bosworth generalizes: 


It seems a coherent stream of thought, transmitted from Herodotus to the early 
Hellenistic period: invasion and conquest, even of a barbarian people were unjus- 
tified, unless there was prior grievance to avenge.” 


Most historians of ancient international law believe that the “laws of the 
Greeks” were considered equally binding when it came to relations with 
non-Greek states.’* Thus, the killing of Persian ambassadors by the Spartans 
and Athenians before the Persian Wars was contrary to law; it incurred 
divine wrath and required recompense.” These attitudes were reflected 
in diplomatic practice. The Second Athenian League was open to non- 
Greeks — some of whom actually joined it — and treaties on equal terms 
between Greeks and non-Greeks are known.”° 

Ethnicity could play a part in Athenian foreign policy decisions, but its 
application was malleable, tended to follow upon calculations of interest, 
and was often subordinated to action-based considerations. 


RELIGION 


Greek polytheism did not require persecution of those who believed in 
other gods; if another state worshipped gods different than those of Athens, 
that was its business and no affront to Athens’ gods. Greeks tended to assim- 
ilate foreign gods to their own: thus, for example, Herodotus says “Amun is 
the Egyptian word for Zeus.””” Among the Greeks, even if certain gods were 
patrons of certain cities — as Athena was for Athens — most cities worshipped 
basically the same pantheon. These characteristics of Greek religion largely 
ruled out the possibility of religious wars, in the sense of a war whose pur- 
pose is to fight people and states who follow another religion. It does not 
follow, however, that the gods were of no importance in Greek thinking. 
In recent decades historians have explored the central role of religion in 


7 Bosworth 1996: 145. 72 Bosworth 1996: 147. 73 Bosworth 1996: 151. 

74 Phillipson 1911: 1.31; Adcock and Mosley 1975: 146. 75 Hdt. 7.133-7. 

76 See IG ii? 43, lines 16-19 = RO no. 22. Alcetas, king of the Molossi, was a signatory. See also Cargill 
1981: 36. 

77 E.g. Hdt. 2.42. 
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the life of the classical period and, accordingly, to war and the relations of 
states.” 

First of all, the support of the gods was particularly important to a city 
contemplating or engaged in war: the Rhetoric to Alexander advises pro-war 
speakers to stress the favor of the gods for their side.”” And, indeed, they do 
appear in our assembly speeches. Demosthenes and Aeschines pepper their 
speeches with pious interjections: “May the Gods of the city punish Philip” 
and “May all the Gods forbid that my warning should ever be brought to 
the sternest test.”*° On a number of occasions, Demosthenes takes it as 
given that the gods have a particular concern for Athens and take its side 
in war — if only the Athenians do their part.” This sense of divine favor 
did not of course prevent the Athenians from doing whatever they could to 
ensure divine support and to avoid alienating any gods. Such precautions 
might involve vows and the consultation of oracles.’ It was also important 
to follow traditional ritual practices: Aeschines accuses Demosthenes of 
holding an assembly about the proposed Peace of Philocrates on a festi- 
val day, an unprecedented action.” In Against Ctesiphon, after depicting 
Demosthenes as immorally and insanely suppressing the last attempts to 
settle matters peacefully, Aeschines claims that Demosthenes ignored unfa- 
vorable omens before the campaign that led to the defeat at Chaeronea."4 
Aeschines hoped that the bad omens would be taken by the jury to reveal 
divine disapproval of Demosthenes’ belligerence and that his refusal to take 
heed of them would be considered impious as well as catastrophic. 

The unity of Greek religion was an important aspect of that ethnic 
identity that added impetus to the condemnation of wars among Greek 
states.” Common reverence for the gods was usually strong enough to 
ensure that the sacred truces for the Panhellenic games were respected 
even in times of war."° In contrast, the destruction of temples during the 
Persian invasion was long remembered and provided Alexander with an 
excuse for his invasion of the Persian empire. Similar claims also figured in 
anti-Macedonian rhetoric designed to justify the Lamian War: Hyperides 
in his Funeral Oration twice describes Macedonian crimes against the gods 


78 On religion in war see Pritchett 1971-91: 1.93-126, Iv.94-260; Goodman and Holladay 1986; Jackson 
1991; Jameson 1991; Parker 2000. 

79 [Arist.] Rb. Al. 2.1425a18—28. 8° E.g. Dem. 3.26; 10.115 16.2. 

81 E.g. Dem. 1.10-11 2.223; 3.185 4.45. 82 Goodman and Holladay 1986: 152; Jackson 1991: 238-9. 
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84 Aeschin. 3.152. 85 Hdt. 8.144.2; Ar. Lys. 1129-32; Thuc. 3.59.2. See also pp. 79, 246-7. 
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including the deification of Alexander.*” He presents the prevention of such 
sacrilege as an accomplishment of the army whose dead he is honoring. 

The number of “Sacred Wars” over control of the sanctuary of Apollo at 
Delphi is only the most conspicuous sign of the intersection of religion and 
interstate politics within the Greek world.** States possessed long-standing 
relations with certain gods or with certain festivals and sanctuaries. Part of 
how a state was or ought to be treated derived from such religious claims or 
lack thereof. Simon Hornblower summarizes Athens’ three main assets in 
this religious politics: Theseus, an Athenian hero with a wide reputation, 
control of Eleusis, its mysteries and mythical connection with the origin 
of agriculture, and Athens’ role as the mother city of the Ionians.*? The 
cult of Theseus played a role in justifying Athens’ seizure of Scyros around 
475, since Theseus had been murdered there and his body needed to 
be brought back to Athens — among other justifications.?° Stories about 
Theseus also contributed to Athenian self-conceptions and especially their 
view of themselves as defenders of the weak and wronged.” The Eleusinian 
mysteries enjoyed participation from throughout the Greek world and thus 
required the pronouncement of a sacred truce.”* Nevertheless, the mysteries 
could not compete with the great festivals at Delphi and Olympia. Ionian 
ethnicity was connected with different cult practices and thus was also 
involved in palliating Athenian imperialism in the fifth century — since 
Athens claimed to be the mother-city of all the Ionian cities.” Ionian cult 
practices must have continued, but the implications for Athenian foreign 
relations had largely disappeared along with the empire and the concern 
for Ionian or Dorian descent in general. All in all, Hornblower is correct 
that “the religious cards Athens had to play . . . were not very good ones.””* 
Unlike other important cities Athens had no Panhellenic sanctuary nearby; 
more detrimental, Athens had an ambivalent relationship with the Delphic 
oracle. 

The Delphic oracle, through which Apollo’s foreknowledge and will 
were ascertained, was of great importance in the relations of Greek states 
for two reasons. First the oracle gave responses to the questions asked of it, 
some of which concerned the proper behavior of states and even whether 
they should go to war. Although any city could convince itself of divine 
favor — as Athens did — the verdict of the god that commanded the most 


87 Hyp. 6.21-2, 43. 88 Bowden 2005: 134-51. 89 Hornblower 1992: 184-6. 

9° Plut. Cim. 8.5-6 (cf. Thuc. 1.98.2) with Podlecki 1971. % See pp. 177-80. 

92 IG È 6 = Fornara 1983: no. 75b; JG P 78, lines 30-5, 44-7 = Fornara 1983: no. 140; Ha no. 54 = RO 
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respect among the society of Greek cities was that of Delphi. Second, 
disputes about control of the sanctuary sometimes embroiled Greece in 
warfare.” These might impinge on the content of oracular responses and 
thus their political impact, since the God seem to regard with favor the 
parties in control of its sanctuary. 

In many matters and at many times, Athenians, both individually and 
collectively, turned to Delphi without hesitation as the best conduit to the 
gods. Asa state, Athens enjoyed a long-standing bond and position of influ- 
ence at Delphi.?° Hugh Bowden’s recent treatment of the subject focuses 
on the positive aspects of Athens’ relationship with Delphi.?” But Athens 
had an ambivalent relationship with the Delphic oracle both earlier during 
the period of the Peloponnesian War and during its conflicts with Philip. 
It was other states, Athens’ enemies, who could invoke Delphic oracles as 
evidence of the god’s approbation of their foreign policies. This may have 
contributed to a muting of religious concerns in two of our most important 
sources for Athenian foreign policy: Thucydides and Demosthenes. 

On the eve of the Peloponnesian War the Delphic oracle strongly sup- 
ported Sparta and endorsed Sparta’s decision to go to war with Athens. 
Apollo promised to take Sparta’s side himself, a promise that some thought 
was redeemed when the plague struck Athens.* This oracle evoked hostil- 
ity and suspicion at Athens.”’ This context may explain in part Thucydides’ 
relative neglect of religion, something usually attributed to his intellectual 
background or interpreted as an idiosyncrasy.'°° 

Bad feelings between Athens and the Amphictyonic Council, which 
governed Delphi, were also prominent during the career of Demosthenes. 
Largely out of enmity with Thebes, Athens took the side of the Phocians 
against the Thebans and most of the Amphictyons in the Third Sacred War 
of 356-346.'°' The Phocians were only able to maintain their struggle by 
melting down some of the treasures at Delphi and hiring mercenaries." 
As a result, they were widely regarded as guilty of sacrilege. Thus, in the 
war against Phocis, Philip was able to pose as the defender of the god: for 
example, he had his soldiers put on wreaths of laurel, Apollo’s tree, before 


95 See Bowden 2005: 109-33 on the wide variety of questions that might be put to the oracle. 
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97 Bowden 2005: his index of passages does not include Plut. Nic. 13.5-6; Dem. 5.25; Aeschin. 3.130; 
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one battle and had the prisoners he took thrown off a cliff and drowned 
as temple-robbers.'°> But Phocis had been Athens’ ally and Athens did not 
accept the Macedonian and Delphian account of a “Sacred War” on behalf 
of Apollo against a sacrilegious Phocis — with Philip cast as the leading 
crusader. Rather the contemporary Athenian name for the war was the 
Phocian War.'°* Demosthenes regarded with horror the defeat of Athens’ 
ally." Aeschines, in contrast, described the Phocians as ruled by tyrants 
who were guilty of seizing the sacred treasures. He believed that Phocis’ 
policy was wrong but even he made a distinction in favor of the innocent 
common people.'”° 

Even before the defeat of Phocis, Philip controlled Thessaly, which 
traditionally had dominated the Amphictyonic Council. One result of the 
Sacred War was that Philip himself was given a seat with two votes on 
the Amphictyonic Council in the place of Phocis.'°’ An Amphictyonic 
Council and Delphic oracle dominated by Philip II and his allies was 
anathema to Athenians such as Demosthenes, who were convinced that 
Philip was their mortal enemy. Philip also presided over the Pythian games 
in 346, an honor confirming his self-representation as the oracle’s savior. "°° 
In protest, Athens declined, for the first time ever, to send a delegation to 
the Pythian games in 346.'°? Demosthenes adds that the Athenians “refused 
participation in the doings of the Amphictyonic Council” and regarded 
Philip as acting impiously.''° 

It is not certain what mechanisms would have allowed Philip to influ- 
ence the responses of the Pythia, but earlier reports of corruption of the 
oracle made suspicions plausible, especially at Athens." We possess three 
references to Demosthenes casting aspersions at Delphi during this period. 
First, in On the Peace he argues that Athens should not go to war “over 
the shadow in Delphi,” a puzzling but certainly disrespectful reference to 
Apollo's ancient and true oracle and the venerable council overseeing it."* 
Second, Aeschines claims that Demosthenes accused the Pythia of going 
over to Philip and that he used the term Philippizein of the oracle. This was 
a derogatory word constructed on the model of Medizein, the term applied 
to Greek states who aided the “Medes” during the Persian invasion." 
Third, Plutarch repeats this story and seems to know additional details: 


In consequence he [Demosthenes] would not allow his countrymen to pay atten- 
tion to the oracles or listen to the prophecies. Indeed he even suspected that the 
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104 Pownall 1998: 39. 195 See pp. 191-2. 106 Aeschin. 2.117, 131, 142. See also Dem. 18.18. 
107 Diod. 16.60. 108 Diod. 16.60.2; cf. Dem. 5.22. 109 Dem. 19.128. T° Dem. 19.132. 
™ E.g. Hdt. 5.90; 6.123. ™ Dem. 5.25 with Sandys 1900: 107-8. 23 Aeschin. 3.130. 


Political systems 89 


Pythian priestess was on the side of Philip, and he reminded the Thebans of the 
example of Epaminondas and the Athenians of Pericles, both of whom acted only 
on the promptings of reason and regarded prophecies of this kind as mere pretexts 
for faint-heartedness."* 


In the Sacred or Phocion War, Demosthenes’ Athens was on the side of 
a tyrannical regime generally regarded as guilty of sacrilege; in the second 
war, it was contending with a Delphi and an Amphictyonic Council firmly 
under Philips thumb — which was to invite him into southern Greece 
in 339.'> It is no wonder that Demosthenes did not want the Athenians 
listening to prophecies from Delphi. 

But Athens was ambivalent and not simply hostile. We know about 
Demosthenes’ claim that the Pythia was Philippizing from Aeschines, who 
must have thought that the jury would hold Demosthenes’ impious slurs 
against him. For his part, Demosthenes only bothered to rail against oracles 
in the first place because these favored reconciliation with Philip and 
carried some clout in Athens. These caveats notwithstanding, in two crucial 
periods, the Peloponnesian War and the struggle with Philip, the oracle 
of Apollo at Delphi seemed to be aligned with Athens’ enemies. This 
may explain in part why Thucydides and Demosthenes, neither of whom 
wanted to regard Athens as engaging in impious warfare, tended not to 
emphasize religious justifications for war. In their time, this type of religious 
argument — the gods of all the Greeks favor our cause — was not a persuasive 
one and thus not a congenial area of emphasis. 

The present discussion of the relationship of Athens and Delphi has 
strayed from status-based arguments. That is because religious politics 
were not simply a matter of static alignments and connections such as 
Hornblower describes for Athens. The gods not only had relatives and 
favorites; they also judged actions and held political opinions: in the eyes 
of the Greek world Philip had no particular claims on the Olympians until 
he and his army became Apollo's benefactors. 


POLITICAL SYSTEMS 


Athens was a democracy. We occasionally find statements to the effect 
that its natural friends were other democracies and that oligarchies and 
monarchies were its natural enemies. But Athens’ actual foreign policy 


u4 Plut. Dem. 20.1. 
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often took little account of other states’ political systems. Intervention in 
another state’s internal politics, a possible consequence of a status-based 
worldview in which democracies, oligarchies, and monarchies are naturally 
opposed to one other, occurred occasionally. But such interference was 
often condemned and always required special justification." These justi- 
fications included the desirability of overthrowing tyrannies and the need 
to counter previous interference or injustice within a state. Both the need to 
justify intervention and these two types of justification find close parallels 
in modern thinking. 

The fifth-century Athenian empire tended to support democracies and 
its Spartan enemies favored oligarchies.''” Spartas behavior after its victory 
in the Peloponnesian War and after the King’s Peace of 387/6 made its 
interventionist tendencies conspicuous and unpopular. The situation in 
the mid fourth century was much less clear. When Aristotle wants to 
give examples of states that impose their own form of government on 
other states, he hearkens back to the fifth-century rivalry between the 
Athenians and the Lacedaemonians rather than mentioning the Thebans 
or the Athenians of his own time.” These seem not to have provided as 
many or as clear-cut examples. Indeed the Decree of Aristoteles guaranteed 
that the allies in the Second Athenian League would enjoy constitutional 
arrangements of their choosing, likely an assurance that the imperialistic 
practices of Athens and Sparta would not be repeated. Athens generally 
abided by this promise. ™? 

The notion that Athens should favor democracies or that democracies 
and oligarchies were intrinsically opposed did not disappear altogether.'*° 
In a couple of passages Isocrates mentions or praises the fifth-century 
empire’s policy of supporting democracy.'*' More important, Demosthenes’ 
speech On the Liberty of the Rhodians revolves around this very issue. Several 
points about this speech deserve emphasis.” 

First, Demosthenes depicts a world in which democracies may fight 
each other, but their enmity is never as essential or bitter as that between 


u6 Walzer 1977: 86-108. 
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oligarchies and democracies.™ He also argues that Athenian activity in 
favor of democracy in Rhodes will gain it the favor of democracies 
everywhere. 4 This worldview provides the justification for Demosthenes’ 
exhortation that the Athenians should assist some Rhodian exiles to re- 
establish a democracy there. 

Second, his proposed intervention was not unprovoked; the Persian 
satrap Mausolus had already intervened in Rhodes to establish an oligarchy. 
Thus Demosthenes aims to save the Rhodians from their enslavement to 
Persia as well as from oligarchy.'*> So, too, Demosthenes holds up for 
emulation the example of Argos’ support of Athens when the democracy 
had been abolished and the Thirty were ruling with Spartas support. In 
both cases Demosthenes approves counter-intervention, to use the modern 
term, to restore democracy after another power has already interfered in a 
state’s political system. As in modern just-war theory, this seems to have 
been one of the circumstances in which intervention in another state’s 
politics could be justified.'*” 

Finally, Demosthenes repeatedly evokes a threat to Athens’ own 
democracy: 


Iam surprised that none of you conceives that our constitution too is in danger, nor 
draws the conclusion that if all other states are organized on oligarchic principles, 
it is impossible that they should leave your democracy alone." 


In its emphasis on self-defense against oligarchy this passage seems less 
aggressive than his earlier argument for the intrinsic and irreconcilable 
hostility of democracies and oligarchies. Instead of George Kennan’s anal- 
ysis of Soviet motivation — “the innate antagonism between capitalism and 
socialism . . . has become imbedded in foundations of Soviet power” — we 
see something more like Woodrow Wilson’s goal of making the “world safe 
for democracy.”'*? Just as important is Demosthenes’ rhetorical purpose: 
this last appeal makes an issue that might have seemed distant and unim- 
portant to most Athenians — how Rhodes was governed — vital to Athens’ 
own system of government and freedom. In this respect, his argument 
is similar to the various expansions of the argument of self-defense that 
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will concern us below.° Demosthenes’ appeal seems to have failed; the 


Athenians did not try to intervene in Rhodes. 

Demosthenes deployed similar arguments in several of his speeches 
against Philip. In these passages he posits an intractable enmity between 
tyranny — as he describes Philip’s rule — and democracy.’ Again, he empha- 
sizes the threat to Athens’ democracy that Philip poses.’** Indeed, he repeat- 
edly accuses Philip of forcible intervention in the internal politics of other 
Greek states. These are often described as the imposition of tyrannies, 
making Philip's crime a double one: he intervenes in other states’ internal 
affairs and he sets up tyrannies.” Philip’s interventions became a central 
pillar of Demosthenes’ case against him especially in the Third Philippic.’** 
This strand of Demosthenes’ rhetoric was probably successful or, more 
precisely, was hardly necessary given Philip’s actions. Philip’s interventions 
seem to have alienated Greek opinion against him; at least two scholars 
attribute the diplomatic successes of Athens in the late 340s — alliances 
with Corinth, Corcyra, Messenia, and Megalopolis — to the increasing 
suspicion with which Philip was regarded.” The author of On the Treaty 
with Alexander makes similar accusations about Alexander’s overthrow of 
democracies and support of tyrannies in a less successful bid to convince 
the Athenians to make war against Macedonia."° 

These condemnations of Macedonia were in line with Greek thinking 
in general. Passages that condemn states for intervening in another state’s 
affairs are common. Praise for refraining from doing this can also be found. 
The imposition or support of tyranny was regarded as particularly bad and 
intervention in favor of democracy might receive a special dispensation 
at Athens, but the concern about intervention as an infringement of state 
sovereignty was general. 

Already Thucydides represents Brasidas aiming to win over Acanthus by 
promising not to intervene in their internal affairs: 


I have not come to side with factions, nor is it my practice to bring a dubious 
freedom, as I would if I disregarded ancestral institutions and enslaved the majority 
to the few or the minority to everyone. That would be harsher than alien rule, 
and for us Lacedaemonians it would not bring about thanks in return for toil, but 
blame instead of honor and glory... °7 


This policy helped Brasidas win over other cities. Xenophon portrays 
Timotheus as taking a similar line in Corcyra and with similar results: “he 
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did not, however, enslave the inhabitants or banish individuals or change 
the government. As a result of this he made all the states in that region more 
favourably inclined to him.”*° When Agesilaus attacked Phlius in order 
to assert the rights of some exiles, he needed to defend his action — “he 
was not taking the field to do wrong, but to aid those who were suffering 
wrong.” Nevertheless, he was criticized by Lacedaemonians themselves for 
alienating a significant city for the sake of a few men.'” 

Demosthenes reports a specious justification of Philip’s establishment of 
a tyranny at Oreus: 


he informed those poor wretches, the people of Oreus, that he had sent his soldiers 
to pay them a visit of sympathy in all goodwill, for he understood that they were 
suffering from acute internal trouble and it was the duty of true friends and allies 
to be at their side on such occasions."° 


Demosthenes assumes that Philip’s action, to send soldiers to a state in 
stasis, was intrinsically hostile and thus his hypocrisy manifest. The point 
of the passage was that Athens could not afford to wait until such a liar as 
Philip declared his hostile intentions towards it. 

Treaties between large and small states often specified non-intervention. 
They guaranteed that existing constitutions would be preserved or that 
states could choose their own political system: “Interference of some sort 
in the domestic politics of the allied city was undoubtedly a widely feared 
consequence of an alliance with a leading state...”'*' So the Decree of 
Aristoteles assured each ally joining the league that it may continue “gov- 
erning itself, according to the constitution which it prefers.” Although 
this was probably already implicit in the treaty’s guarantee of autonomia, 
the decree’s drafters wanted to assure prospective allies with a more con- 
crete and less malleable assurance that their domestic arrangements were 
to be free from interference.'*’ Parallels can be found in bilateral Athenian 
treaties.“‘* So too the treaty regulating Philip’s relations with the Greek 
cities after Chaeronea is quoted verbatim in Pseudo-Demosthenes, On the 
Treaty with Alexander: 
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If any of the parties shall overthrow the constitution established in the several 
states at the date when they took the oaths to observe the peace, they shall be 
treated as enemies by all the parties to the peace'*’ 


Although Athens had a preference for democracy in its foreign policy, 
other Greek states possessed a variety of forms of government. What they 
generally wanted and were assured of in many treaties was that no outside 
party would intervene in their internal affairs. Although not formalized 
and defined as state sovereignty — as in modern international law — the 
general desire for self-determination had the same roots and consequences. 

The parties to one Athenian treaty promised a more active version of 
this, to assist in restoring the status quo ante in the event of the overthrow of 
the constitution. The terms of this treaty do not favor any particular type of 
constitution, but rather call for counter-intervention whether an oligarchy 
is set up in Athens, or somebody attacks the sovereign demos of Phlius, 
or destroys the constitution of Elis, Arcadia, or Achaea. These latter 
constitutions seem not to have been democracies, since the treaty does not 
use the term demos as it does of the Athenians and Phlians.'*” Unlike our 
evidence from oratory and history, which often conflates the condemnation 
of intervention and of tyranny — or less frequently, oligarchy — treaties 
are more careful in excluding intervention in any existing constitution 
whatsoever. 

Polly Low has recently treated Greek attitudes towards intervention 
at length.'** Low holds that several intersecting norms dominated Greek 
thinking about intervention: Greeks approved of aid to those suffering 
injustice; they believed that “political ideology is the crucial factor in 
determining the legitimacy of any act of intervention”; they possessed a 
“fluid ideal of autonomia.”'*? 

First, intervention could certainly be justified on the basis of aiding those 
suffering injustice, as we have seen, in Demosthenes’ proposal to “save the 
Rhodians” and Agesilaus’ claim that he was on campaign “to aid those who 
were suffering wrong.” 

Second, in terms of political ideology, intervention to free a city from 
an oppressive government was generally approved. Tyranny was almost 
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everywhere so regarded.” Indeed, any monarchy was liable to be described 
as a tyranny by its enemies. Whether this carried conviction depended 
on the particular case and audience. At Athens oligarchies could also be 
considered oppressive. Political ideology was certainly important. 

Third, Low emphasizes how malleable the term autonomia could be, 
which is true enough. But — and here we begin to diverge — the desire of 
most Greek states to decide on their own form of government is crystal 
clear nonetheless. The consequent general disapproval of states that inter- 
fere in another state’s political system and the attractiveness of promises 
not to do this follow from this basic preference. Widespread judgments 
about the relative legitimacy of different forms of government were in 
conflict with a vivid awareness of the mischief that powerful states could 
do if they were granted the right to intervene whenever a few exiles cried 
tyranny. Low summarizes modern thinking about intervention in a similar 
way: “How can the preservation of the sovereignty of the nation-state be 
made consistent with the responsibility of the international community to 
defend human rights within those states?”’’ But Low claims that “Mod- 
ern international law... operates with a norm of non-intervention” but 
“almost the exact opposite was the case in the Greek world.” How can 
what seems to me to be identity look like opposition to Low? 

We differ both in our evaluation of ancient thinking and in our com- 
parison with modern thinking. When it comes to the ancient world, Low 
places more emphasis on the rhetoric of fighting tyranny and oligarchy 
and suggests that this concern outweighs the disapproval of intervention, 
of which she is certainly aware.’ I believe that the prohibition of interven- 
tion in treaties of alliance and widespread condemnation of interference 
in other states’ internal affairs show that the two values, the overthrow of 
bad governments and the right of self-determination, were in conflict in 
ancient Greece as today. 

To turn to the contrast between ancient and modern thinking, Low’s 
argument for a “strong tradition of positive representation of intervention 
in classical sources” depends on a broad definition of intervention: “the 
interference by one state...in the quarrels of one or more other states 
(whether in an internal stasis, or in a bi- or multilateral conflict)”* This 
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definition, which I shall denote intervention (general), includes any par- 
ticipation in a war between other states. This definition is much broader 
than the definition of intervention used in international relations theory, 
international law, or secular just war theory, all of which specify interfer- 
ence in another state’s internal politics, that is intervention (internal). 
Low’s broad definition allows her to cite all references to when Athenians 
enter a war to correct injustice as evidence for the “positive representation 
of intervention.”° But such cases of intervention (general) cannot tell us 
anything about the type of intervention (internal) that is problematic to 
modern and, as I believe, ancient observers: interference in another state’s 
internal politics. She ends up with a false contrast between ancient norms 
which often favor intervention (general) and modern norms which regard 
intervention (internal) as problematic and requiring justification. 

In fact, modern just war theory and international law permit and even 
valorize assistance to states suffering aggression at the hands of other 
states — just as in Low’s example from Lysias’ Funeral Oration. For example, 
in Just and Unjust Wars, Michael Walzer argues as follows: 


Aggression justifies two kinds of violent response: a war of self-defense by the 
victim and a war of law enforcement by the victim and any other member of 
international society... As in domestic society, the obligations of bystanders are 
not easy to make out, but it is the tendency of the theory to undermine the 
right of neutrality and to require widespread participation in the business of law 
enforcement.'” 


Many modern nations are often quite openly and unambiguously proud 
of wars they fought for the sake of a state suffering external attack — for 
Belgium (WWI) or Poland (WWII) or Kuwait (The Gulf War) to take 
some British examples. Many expressions of this pride — for example, in 
the United States’ self-representation of its mission in the world — would 
seem perfectly at home in an Athenian funeral oration. On the other 
hand, intervention in another state’s internal affairs always requires special 
justification. 


155 Low 2007: 175 n. 1 cites, but does not adopt, a standard modern definition involving “the conscious 
aim of changing or preserving the structure of political authority in the target state.” She also 
slips (187) into the standard definition when she argues that a major difficulty in modern views of 
intervention is “the perceived incompatibility between acts of intervention and a commitment to 
the inviolable sovereignty of the autonomous nation-state” — a difficulty that only has relevance to 
internal interference, i.e. the normal definition of intervention. 

For example, nota single one of her examples from the funeral oration of Lysias involves intervention 
in a state’s internal affairs (Low 2007: 179-81). 

87 Walzer 1977: 62. 
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The real distinction between ancient and modern thinking is the system- 
atization and elaboration of the latter. We have a technical term, interven- 
tion, to describe the problematic case when aiding the unjustly treated that 
may conflict with respecting a state’s internal arrangements. The Greeks did 
not, but they shared with us the same basic conflicting sentiments — that 
aiding the unjustly treated and respecting a state’s internal arrangements 
are both desirable. 


HIERARCHY 


The most basic and irremediable reason for a hierarchical conception of 
states is that states are not equal. Robert Tucker sums up: 


In their physical extent, population, natural resources, and geographical position, 
states are, as it were, born unequal; so much so, indeed, that by comparison the 
natural inequalities among individuals appear almost marginal.’ 


Although Greek city-states may all appear small by modern standards, their 
size and power spanned a huge range: for example, the population of the 
largest state, Athens, was well over a hundred times that of a small city 
state.” Since the interstate realm does not enjoy a system of enforceable 
law, states treat others and they themselves are treated in ways that reflect 
their differences in power.'°° Although many systems of law grant equal 
rights to rich and poor, the only equality in the interstate realm is that all 
sovereign states have recourse to self-help — little consolation to the weak, 
who cannot help themselves. 

Balancing behavior offers the possibility of reducing the consequences 
of inequality among states. As we shall see, larger Greek states were always 
worried that another state might gain too much power and threaten them. 
They tended to balance by making alliances against their most threatening 
rivals.“ As a result, a small Greek state, threatened by a large and aggressive 
neighbor, could call for assistance from a rival of that neighbor. There are 
plenty of cases where this tactic allowed a weaker state to hold its own 
against a strong and aggressive neighbor: for example, during several long 
periods the cities of Boeotia asserted their independence from Thebes. The 
tendency, especially in the fourth century, for Greek states to balance was 


8 Tucker 1977: 3. 

159 Compare the average population of Category I (small) city-states as per Hansen 2006: 24 and his 
estimate of an Athenian population of 100,000 plus metics and slaves in Hansen 1991: 93. 

160 Carr 1946: 166. Tucker 1977: e.g. 3, 14 makes the same observation. 

161 See pp. 168-80. 
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one of the main reasons why the Greek world was not as hierarchical as 
the considerations cited above might suggest. Indeed, balancing helps to 
explain the continued coexistence of so many different states, large and 
small. 

Three considerations limited the effectiveness of balancing in this 
regard."°* First and most obvious, a threatened small state might or might 
not obtain powerful assistance. The possibility might give pause to a coer- 
cive and powerful state. From the point of view of the weak, this hope was 
not nearly as good as actually being powerful and not needing assistance. 
Second, rival states might make a deal among themselves to allow “equal 
agerandizement,” to use the modern term, against the weak. Aggression 
by one large state would then be balanced by aggression by another, rather 
than by defense of the weak." Something like this seems to have been 
behind the notorious deal with Philip, by which Athens hoped to gain 
control of Amphipolis in return for allowing Philip to capture Pydna.'+ 
Third, the encroachments and demands of a more powerful ally could be 
as contrary to equality as simple aggression. Such impositions were not 
inevitable or irremediable, as we shall see. But, again, even assurances from 
a powerful ally were not the same as not needing the ally. 

Thus, the egalitarian effect of balancing notwithstanding, Greek states 
must be regarded as intrinsically unequal. The next question is whether 
different norms applied to states depending on whether they were powerful 
and prestigious or weak and humble. If some sort of code existed that 
allowed more leeway to the powerful and required deference of the weak, 
then we could say that norms valorized and justified differences in power 
among states. I will be calling such a way of thinking hierarchical. If no 
such code existed and contrary ways of thinking were dominant, then we 
would need to set Greek interstate morality in opposition to the inherent 
inequality of states and consider the question of whether it acted as an 
effective check on the expression of differential power among states. It 
turns out that there are aspects of Greek thinking that valorize and others 
that denigrate hierarchy among states. In my view, recent works by scholars 
such as J. E. Lendon and Hans van Wees tend to exaggerate the hierarchical 
aspect of Greek interstate norms and to play down the egalitarian ethos that 
I regard as the dominant strain in Greek thinking. But, before confronting 
their arguments directly, it will be useful to preview how the different 


ways of thinking we shall consider in detail in later chapters, depending 

162 Tucker 1977: 6-7, 10 and passim. 16 See Tucker 1977: 7 for modern cases. 

164 Dem. 2.6 with Theopompus (FGrH 115 F 30a, 30b). Compare the suspicions of other cities when 
Sparta and Athens allied during the Peace of Nicias (Thuc. 5.27). 
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on different domestic analogies, impacted on the issue of hierarchy versus 
egalitarianism. Three of these were most important: legalistic thinking, the 
code of reciprocity, and the use of the slave metaphor. 

First, in his seminal work on international law Emeric de Vattel famously 
argued that “Power or weakness does not... produce any difference. A 
dwarf is as much a man as a giant; a small republic is no less a sovereign 
state than the most powerful kingdom.”"® Vattel’s argument for the equality 
of states in international law has the consequence that “what is permitted 
to one nation is permitted to all; and what is not permitted to one is not 
permitted to any other.”"®° The Athenian application of legalistic thinking 
to states had in the main the same consequences. In Athens the rich, 
educated, and high-born, just like the poor tradesman, were judged by large 
juries based on the same written laws on an equal basis. Wealth provided 
advantages in court — as it did in Vattel’s day — not least the opportunity to 
hire a professional speech-writer; but the wealthy complained that juries 
were hostile to them, and we can occasionally detect forensic arguments 
based on class resentment directed at the rich.°” Regardless of the extent to 
which such considerations complicated Athenian legal practice, the ideal 
of Athenian law was egalitarian — though one must add the proviso, among 
male citizens.'** Pericles’ funeral oration in Thucydides puts this succinctly: 
“there are equal rights for all in private disputes in accordance with the 
laws... ”°° Parallels to this statement abound.'”° The laws governing the 
democratic government of Athens were also egalitarian. In For the Liberty 
of the Rhodians Demosthenes castigates oligarchs for their desire to rule 
rather than choosing to live on equal terms as democrats do.” Even 
Isocrates, hardly a populist, takes this democratic position. He connects 
the egalitarian ideal within Athens with the proper conduct of states: “it is 
not just for the stronger to rule over the weaker [among states], even as we 
recognize it in the nature of the polity which has been established amongst 


16 


Vattel 1793: liv, section 18; see also Dickinson 1920: 29-31: “the analogy between natural persons 
and the state.” 

Vattel 1793: liv, section 19. This is assumed in modern international law (Phillipson 1911: 60; Tucker 
1977: 8). 

See Ober 1989: 192-247, esp. 205-14. 

Slaves and women had almost no legal personality; legal procedures were different for metics, who, 
for example, were liable to be tortured and needed to be represented by a citizen in most courts — 
but not the maritime courts (E. Cohen 2005: 300). 

Thuc. 2.37.1. 

E.g. Eur. Supp. 433-4; Solon 36.18-19 (West 1989). Compare the parody of this in “Gnathaena’s 
Rules” for a brothel in Davidson 1997: 104. 
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ourselves.”'’* Thus, it was this idealized notion of an equal law that was 
applied to the conduct of states.’ 

One complication and partial exception requires mention. The terms of 
treaties were an important part of the interstate law of ancient Greece, but 
there was no guarantee that their terms were equal. The rule that all states 
should obey their sworn treaty obligations reflects the conception of law 
as egalitarian. But the terms of treaties, especially those that ended a war, 
often reflected the relative power of the parties and could be dictated at 
spear point, as it were.’’* Hence we shall see that Demosthenes criticizes 
law among states as determined by power.” Ancient treaties encapsulate 
the tensions, emphasized in international relations theory, between equality 
before the law and unequal power.” 

The code of reciprocity was also ambivalent in its relation to hierarchy. 
In one sense it operated on the basis of equality. States owed revenge or 
benefits to each other depending on injuries or benefits received, not on 
the power or rank of the doer. But a more powerful state might justify 
an unequal relationship with another state in terms of having it in its 
debt.'”” The origins of the moral code of reciprocity in the relationships 
of aristocrats, whose claims to equal honor were acknowledged, tended 
to work against inequality. No gift or benefit could make a Homeric 
aristocrat into an inferior; no benefit could justify the subordination of 
a state. To turn to classical Athens, David Konstan has shown that it 
was primarily equal friendship that was valorized there. He adds that 
“democracy thus tended to repress discourses involving hierarchical rela- 
tions of friendship between leaders and followers or wealthy men and their 
dependents.” Thus the Athenians tended to project onto the relations 
between states a template that placed a positive value on equal personal 
relationships.'”” 

Frank Steward contrasts the right to “the respect due to an equal,” which 
he calls “horizontal honor” with “the right to special respect enjoyed by 


172 Tsoc. 8.69. Cf. Dem. 10.4; 19.295. 

73 Cf. Ager 1996: 1 “The institution of arbitration might be the only protection smaller states could 
have in their dealings with greater powers.” Cf. Suganami 1978: 112 on the function of the law 
within states to protect the weaker members. 

174 See Missiou-Ladi 1987. 75 Dem. 15.28-9. See p. 227. 

176 Tucker 1977: 14. 177 See pp. 192-7. 

Konstan 1998: 279, 280. See also Konstan 1997a and Schofield 1998: 49-50 on Aristotle’s conception 

of friendship and Millett 1989 on the avoidance of patronage in Athens; pace Zelnick-Abramovitz 

2000. 

179 Lendon’s model, with its emphasis on hierarchy and the expectation of deference, may be more 
appropriate for the foreign policy thinking within oligarchic states such as Sparta. Compare Mitchell 
1997: 132 on Persian social relations and foreign policy. 
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those who are superior,” which he calls vertical honor. J. E. Lendon 
stresses the importance of “vertical honor” within the state and its applica- 
tion to the interstate world.'*' I would put more stress on the “horizontal 
honor” of the democratic citizen. In classical Athens we find, both within 
the state and among states, that horizontal honor was the dominant con- 
ception. Ill-treatment occasioned indignation, and even legal action, by the 
humblest of the citizens even against the rich, successful, and well born; 
insults and injuries were resented by the weakest of states — and such states 
could often call in more powerful allies on this basis. The concept of hybris 
was important in the genesis of Greek wars, as Lendon insists."*? But it 
was part of a strongly egalitarian strain in Greek thinking, aimed primarily 
against the abuse of power and not at justifying power. 

Third, slavery was the opposite of egalitarian friendship in several 
respects. It was not only an extremely unequal relationship but also often 
conceived of as a hostile one.'*? As we shall see, the metaphor of slavery was 
often and vividly applied to the relationship of states, almost always to exag- 
gerate and condemn an unequal relationship.'** This use of the metaphor 
of slavery complemented the metaphor of equal friendship: both rendered 
the justification of hierarchy difficult. So Isocrates claims that it was the 
word “freedom” that destroyed the empires of Athens and Sparta. The 
Thebans, who played a vital part in the overthrow of both of these empires, 
presented their role in the same light: they fought for the freedom of others 
but did not themselves aim to rule.'*® 

Legalistic thinking was clearly egalitarian. The use of the model of 
positive reciprocity was two-edged: obligations could justify subordination, 
but the idealized relationship was one between equals. The application of 
the slave metaphor was overwhelmingly one-sided: states should be neither 
like slaves nor like masters. 

The scope of this egalitarian tendency requires precise delineation. 
Within Athenian society, the equality of citizens did not efface compe- 
tition for status, nor economic and social distinctions. It did ensure certain 
equal legal and political rights to all Athenian men: no citizen could be 
struck or dishonored; each hand raised in the assembly counted equally.'*” 
In a similar way, among states there were spheres in which inequality and 
competition reigned and others, including their diplomatic relations and 
the moral codes according to which they were judged, in which states 


180 See Stewart 1994: 54-62. 181 Lendon 2000, 2006 and most systematically in 2007: 261-2. 
82 Tendon 2007: 276; see also van Wees 2004: 25. 183 See Hunt 1998: 115-20, 160-4. 

184 Pp. 112-17. 185 Tsoc. 5.104. 186 Thuc. 4.92.7; Paus. 9.15.6. 

187 See also Dem. 15.29; and Isoc. 8.69 on equality for weak and strong within the state. 
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asserted and were accorded equal rights. States could compete for superior 
status, for example, in their dedications at Olympia or in the order in 
which they were allowed to consult the oracle at Delphi. They could argue 
over which state possessed more honor when allies were deciding on their 
order of battle — for there were more or less honorable positions in the 
line. Demosthenes could argue that Athens’ reputation and traditions 
demanded of it a higher standard; Athens in particular could not have 
stepped aside and allowed other states to fight Philip for the freedom of 
Greece." Greek states were not always equal and they were manifestly 
competitive about their relative status. 

In addition, hegemonic powers bound their subject allies by bilateral 
treaties or more commonly through a treaty organization such as the Delian 
League. They tended to emphasize their benefactions to justify their rule 
over their subject allies. They may even have expected deference from 
their subjects. But when Sparta or Athens punished a subject ally, their 
justification was always substantial: an insult, a refusal to pay tribute or to 
go on expedition. On the other hand, there were various ways that even 
these obvious superiors tried to obscure their own power.'”° The reason 
for this obfuscation was the unacceptability of subordinating relationships 
among states." In our period the Peloponnesian League was defunct; only 
the rump of the Second Athenian League remained after the Social War, 
and Thebes’ sphere of influence, never institutionalized, diminished.” 
Fewer states than ever were members of hegemonic leagues.” And states 
which were not in a hegemonic relationship treated each other as equals 
regardless of differences in their size and power — which could be vast. 

This egalitarian ethos can be seen in Athenian diplomatic practice — 
which seems to reflect the practices of the Greeks in general. On the reliefs 
above treaties or honorary decrees, states are represented by their patron 
gods or goddesses, heroes or personifications. When they are represented 
shaking hands in dexidsis to confirm their friendship — as they often are — the 
images suggest not only a bond similar to individual reciprocal friendship, 
but also terms of equality between them."”* So, too, do states honor each 
other with commendations and crowns: Athens both bestowed crowns on 
helpful states and potentates and received them in turn when it had done 


188 Hdt. 9.26-8. 189 Dem. 18.200-1. 19° E.g. Thuc. 1.77. 

2! Runciman 1990: 355; contra Dawson 1996: 66-9. 

See Munn 1997: esp. 87, 94-5. 193 Pace Hall 2007: 105. 

194 Low 2007: 45-6; Knippschild 2002: 17-54. Even when dexidsis is not portrayed, the common 
depiction of states as Olympian gods — Zeus seems to have been avoided — is congenial to the ideal 
of equality between them. See Lawton 1995: no. 24 (Athens and Arcadia, Achaia, Elis, Phlius), 
no. 96 (Athens and Corcyra). 
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other states good turns.” It was not considered demeaning, but noble to 
acknowledge gratitude to other states. "°$ 

Treaties between cities of manifestly different strengths were symmetri- 
cal, often precisely so: both cities had the same obligation to “give assistance 
with all their strength, in whatever way is requested by [their allies] . . . to 
the best of their ability.”"°” Athens made many treaties containing precisely 
equal obligations with smaller states.'?* Some of these equal terms could 
have concrete and important consequences.’ In the late fifth century 
Athens, with its empire of over a hundred cities, made an alliance with 
Argos, Mantinea, and Elis. Despite the disparity in the cities’ power, lead- 
ership of joint expeditions was to be shared equally: so Elis would supply 
a general with equal power to Athens’ commander. Each party was to have 
sole command in its own territory; hence the Mantineans not only took 
the place of honor on the right but were also in command at the battle 
of Mantinea that occurred shortly thereafter.*°° This division of military 
authority seems to have been conventional and is attested also in a treaty 
between Athens, Arcadia, Elis, and Phlius of 362/1.*°' So, if Athens had 
sent a force to aid Phlius — something entirely possible given Athenian 
participation in the battle of Mantinea in 362 — the troops and generals of 
most populous state in Greece would have been subject to the orders of a 
Phlian general. This makes perfect sense in terms of state sovereignty since 
the army would be in Phlius, but it would certainly have been an affront 
to hierarchy.*°* 

Lendon has attempted to dismiss this body of evidence with the argu- 
ment that “The shaming quality of deep debt... explains the rhetoric 
of equal exchange that is so often used in diplomatic speeches... This is 


5 E.g. IG i? 1=RO no. 2; JG ii? 28=RO no. 18; JG i 1388=Ha no. 10, lines 32-7; IG xii 

(7) 5 = Ha no. 68, lines 19—21 = RO no. 51; IG ii? 212+ = Ha no. 82, lines 24-39 = RO no. 64; JG 

ii? 233 = Ha no. 97, lines 36-9 = RO no. 72; JG ii? 237+ = Ha no. 100, lines 14-15 = RO no. 77; 

IG i? 448 = Ha no. 123a, lines 22-6 Dem. 18.89, 92, 94 with Yunis 2001: 161. Cf. Aeschin. 3.230-1. 

See the public acknowledgments of gratitude in the above note and also Dem. 20.36, 51-8 and 

esp. 64. 

97 E.g. IG ii? 144= RO no. 6; IG ii? 34, lines 26-30 = RO no. 20; IG ii? 97; IG ii? 16 = RO no. 44. 
So also in literary references to treaties: Aeschin. 3.100; Xen. An. 2.5.39; Thuc. 1.44.1; 3.70.63 5.47. 
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politeness; real power inheres not in equal exchange, but in getting the other 
party as deeply as possible in one’s debt.”*°> Two considerations incline me 
to a different view. First, even deep debt was compatible with equal sta- 
tus. Indeed, powerful states openly acknowledged their debts to the weak: 
for example, Athens did not make itself inferior to any of the many cities, 
Samos, Neapolis, and Mytilene, that it publicly thanked for their assistance 
in various contexts. Second, Lendon’s distinction between “real power” and 
“politeness” is a false contrast. The force of reputation sometimes pressured 
states into dutiful reciprocity, but many states ignored claims upon them 
when their interests demanded — and there was no authority to require 
them to pay back debts. No “real power” here: indeed, it would only be 
a slight exaggeration to say that Greek cities were a bunch of incorrigible 
ingrates: Athens did not repay Corinth for its interventions on Athens 
behalf in the past when the dispute over Corcyra arose; Athens did not act 
grateful to Sparta for preventing its destruction at the end of the Pelopon- 
nesian War but rather allied itself with Thebes, which had been pressing 
for this punishment; Olynthus turned against Philip, who had given them 
Potidaea. The list goes on and on. States benefited from a reputation for 
paying back their debts, so sometimes they did.*°* This long-term con- 
sideration is on precisely the same level as the politeness of diplomatic 
equality. 

Diplomatic practice, of course, did not make Neapolis as powerful as 
Athens. It did convey tangible benefits for Athens.*°’ Interstate politics is 
not a zero-sum game in all respects.” In particular, one cannot overstate 
how advantageous it is to have allies in a war: they fight on your side. When 
Demosthenes defends his record in the diplomacy leading up to Chaeronea, 
he places special emphasis on his success in winning allies over to Athens, 
a task he presents as an obvious one confronting any statesman.’ The 
establishment — or not — of some sort of superiority over small cities in 
Euboea or Megara or Byzantium — much less Thebes — was a matter of 
supreme indifference to Athenian interests. Having hoplites on their side 
of the battlefield was what mattered, and diplomatic equality between the 
largest state in Greece and whoever would join the fight against Philip was 
the best way to obtain these. Given an atmosphere in which hierarchy was 


203 Lendon 2006: 93-4. 204 See pp. 186-92. 

205 Compare the argument of Viola 2008, who locates the modern genesis of the notion of sovereign 
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something to conceal or to be ashamed of, egalitarian diplomacy was the 
most advantageous kind. 

This egalitarian ideology goes some way towards explaining why the 
world of Greek city-states was not a world of deferential and grateful small 
states with their powerful patrons.” On the contrary, it was a world in 
which the weak decided, astonishingly often, to thumb their noses at the 
strong. Melos would not pay tribute to Athens; it had been free, albeit 
tiny, for three hundred years and its citizens insisted on and died for a 
horizontal view of honor. Melos may also have hoped for assistance from 
Sparta, but consider the resistance of Phlius to Sparta, to whom it not 
only was inferior in power but also owed specific duties as a member of the 
Peloponnesian League. No notion of deference or rank can have played any 
part in this state’s decision to resist Sparta, which at that point was backed 
by the Persian king and the Peloponnesian League and which had just 
cowed Argos, Corinth, Thebes, and Athens itself into submission. Here we 
have the epitome of horizontal honor. Phlius was a state, albeit small, and 
just like the poorest citizen it had its honor; no Spartan interference in its 
internal affairs would be tolerated by Phlius.*°? By Phlius! 

Even in unequal alliances the independence of the weaker partners 
was more and more explicitly protected as the fourth century wore on. 
The concept of autonomia developed in the fifth century to define more 
precisely the independence of small cities from hegemonic states.” The 
King’s Peace enshrined autonomia as an ideal for all Greek states: the Greek 
cities, both small and great, should be left independent.*" The Decree of 
Aristoteles, which created the Second Athenian League, set out its terms 
within the framework of the King’s Peace.*'* This limited the extent to 
which Athens’ superior power could affect its relations with its allies: 
Athens promised not to exact tribute, impose garrisons or a governor, 
interfere in the allies’ political systems, or settle cleruchies. These were 
abuses that large states such as Athens and Sparta had imposed before on 
those they had “liberated” and were “protecting.”* Cities of any size — 
outside the domain of the Persian king — were allowed to join the Athenian 
League “remaining free and autonomous... on the same terms (as those) 


on which (the) Chians and the Thebans and the other allies (did).””’* The 
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inscription recording the alliance of Athens with Chios, a powerful and rich 
island, which survives, is one of the treaties with the symmetrical promises 
of assistance mentioned above.” As G. T. Griffith concludes, the King’s 
Peace and the Decree of Aristoteles provided “an excellent rule of thumb” 
for determining what is empire and what is alliance.” Overall, standards 
of what constituted a proper bond between states in the fourth century 
tended more and more to resemble the equal friendship valorized within a 
city. 

The rights of smaller states vis-a-vis their “benefactors” grew in strength 
in the mid fourth century for a number of reasons. Competition for 
allies among the main hegemonic cities was an important factor. In 378 
Athens desperately needed help against Sparta; imperial hopes took a back 
seat to this exigency, so Athens made the commitments of the Decree of 
Aristoteles. After the Social War, only states that wanted to belonged to 
the Athenian League. By the time Thebes began to extend its influence 
after Leuctra, the precedent of the Decree of Aristoteles had already been 
set: Thebes never formalized its leadership, which rested mainly on its 
role in organizing resistance to Sparta. Thebes also had to contract ties 
with distant Peloponnesian states, some of which soon became powerful 
enough to defend themselves and thus to take an independent line in 
foreign policy.*”” 

It is hard to judge the extent to which the egalitarian ethos influenced a 
main tendency in Greek diplomatic history, the continued independence 
of hundreds of small Greek city states. This may be fully explained by more 
concrete factors. In addition to the deliberate cultivation of a “balance-of- 
power,” one might point to the rudimentary techniques of siege warfare; 
Aristotle noticed that city walls allow weaker cities to avoid disaster or 
humiliation.” The lack of external threats due to the military superiority 
of hoplites, the relative geographic isolation by land of many individual 
cities, the lasting effects of their early history, or the particular policy failures 
of a succession of would-be ruling cities probably contributed. Yet I suspect 
that the structure of Greek thinking was crucial too. 

Whether we decide that this insubordinate tendency led Greece to 
failure is another question. Isocrates and Panhellenism notwithstanding, 
the teleological view of the fourth-century city-states as a failed Greek 
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nation, a perspective that dominates modern discussions, was not shared 
by the city-states themselves. They had not the slightest desire to be 
subordinated to a national government — much less to a neighboring city. 
T. T. B. Ryder has made an intriguing and persuasive contrary argument: 
thanks to the ideals of a succession of Common Peace treaties, after 362/1 
small states were able to protect themselves and were less dominated by 
leading states than at any time in the previous two hundred years.” So, 
a period which is sometimes described as the “Collapse of the Leading 
Powers”??? — and which, indeed, was marked by a lack of the power that 
centralization brings — was a golden age of independence and local rule 
for the hundreds of smaller cities of Greece.” 


CONCLUSION 


Athenian decisions sometimes took notice of the ethnicity, relationship to 
the gods, rank, and political system of other states. On occasion speakers 
found it useful to invoke each of these qualities, which therefore must have 
carried some weight with the assembled citizens. Several considerations pre- 
clude putting too much emphasis on these types of arguments compared 
with calculations of interests and the various evaluative systems by which 
actions, rather than status, were judged. First, none of these factors are men- 
tioned nearly as regularly or stressed to as great an extent as interest and the 
normative judgment of conduct. Second, the evaluation of a state’s status 
was particularly uncertain: ethnicity was malleable, the will of the gods was 
not well known, differences in power were disguised by dominant egalitar- 
ian ways of thinking, and a preference for democracies was balanced by the 
odium attached to intervention in another state’s internal affairs. Finally 
and most decisive is the realist observation that none of these supposed 
preferences seem to have any effect on Athenian policy — or on the policies 
of Greek states in general. The Greeks did not stop fighting each other and 
unite against Persia; oligarchic, democratic, and monarchic states were allies 
of each other as often as enemies. Even the Sacred War, which seems a clear 
case of religious motivation, is liable to this type of unmasking: Thebes, 
Thessaly, and Macedonia were already arrayed against Phocis, Athens, and 
Sparta before the control of the sanctuary of Delphi came into play. 


29 Ryder 1965: 120-1. 220 A chapter of Hammond 1986 has this title. 
221 The human costs of the need for centralization in the face of threats is well treated in Schmookler 
1995: esp. 74-121. 


CHAPTER § 


Household metaphors 


One of the main themes of this book is the way that relationships between 
states were conceived of in terms of those within a society. Four aspects 
of this tendency deserve emphasis. First, it was quite natural: the abstract 
realm of relations between states — which only developed in the archaic 
period — was mapped onto the more concrete and long-established realm 
of relationships between individuals or families. Second, these analogies or 
metaphors allowed speakers on foreign policy to evoke the emotions and 
values associated with the internal relationships. Third, they seem to have 
been effective, to judge from their frequent use by expert orators. Finally, 
the ubiquitous application of internal metaphors to interstate conduct — 
like the influence of the economy and militarism — represents a path by 
which internal factors affected how Athens thought about and conducted 
itself in the world of states. 

The most direct, simple, and emotional appeals of Athenian war rhetoric, 
the topic of this chapter, were based on the intimate and emotionally 
laden relationships within the house. Aristotle lists three relationships as 
constituting the Greek household: those between master and slave, between 
husband and wife, and between parents and children.’ The relationship of 
master and slave was metaphorically applied to the relationship of states 
in a class of arguments that encouraged intransigence in foreign policy: 
“fight for your freedom” or “to give in, even a little, would be slavish.” The 
relationship of husbands and wives provided the source for another type 
of goading metaphor: an aggressive foreign policy was often considered 
manly whereas a desire for peace or accommodation could be deplored as 
effeminate. I will make several arguments about the third relationship, that 
of different generations: the forefathers were invoked as models in all aspects 
of life; their deployment in arguments about war was common, presumably 


1 Arist. Pol. 1.1253b7—8. In addition, states could claim a kinship, a sort of brotherhood, on the basis of 
a common ancestor, which was an important part of the bonds of ethnicity, especially in the archaic 
period; see pp. 77 n. 22, 81-3. 
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effective, and mainly served to encourage belligerence; in contrast, ancient 
generalizations represented young men as bellicose and the old as cautious. 


SLAVERY 


The extent of slave ownership within Athenian society was crucial to the 
rhetorical use of slavery. Although the proportion of slaves in the population 
was about the same in fifth-century Athens as, for example, in the pre-Civil 
War South, the distribution of slaves among the citizens was more even: 
ownership of slaves in Athens was not concentrated in a small proportion 
of the citizens as it was in the South.* Perhaps as many as a half of the 
citizen households would include at least one slave. So, when an orator 
alluded to slavery, liberty, or enslavement, he was referring to something 
concrete and quotidian in the experience of most Athenians, even those 
who did not own a slave themselves. 

In one speech Lysias even affects to assume that all the members of his 
audience are slave owners.’ This was not the case, but he was unlikely to 
have offended: Athenian citizens often thought of themselves as a unity 
distinct from slaves. This way of thinking was conducive to civic harmony: 
divisions and tensions among the citizens could be submerged in the light 
of the divide that separated free and slave.+ So even those Athenians who 
did not own slaves themselves had a stake in maintaining the dichotomy 
between free and slave and in their position above the dividing line. 

Another more general cultural effect of slavery deserves notice here. In 
his wide-ranging comparative study Slavery and Social Death, Orlando Pat- 
terson argues that the presence of slavery contributed to a society's emphasis 
on personal honor.’ It is easy to flesh out how this might have worked. 
Slave masters needed always to maintain their position of superiority to 
their slaves, even to those slaves in daily and intimate contact with them. 
They could never stop being masters. And, insofar as the common people at 
Athens adopted the habits and ideals of the elite, they might also affect the 
haughty demeanor of slaveholders, men accustomed to command. More 
important perhaps, Athenian slave masters were used to commanding their 
inferiors in the household. Why not their inferiors in the city? The rich- 
est and most powerful Athenians were invariably slave owners and only 
grudgingly accepted the rough political equality of the democracy. So, in 
a dynamic well explored by Kurt Raaflaub, elite Athenians occasionally 


* Degler 1959; Fisher 1993: 34-47. 3 Lys. 5.5. 
4 Mactoux 1980: 215; Hunt 1998: 126-38. 5 O. Patterson 1982: 77-101. 
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revealed the attitude that poor Athenians were scarcely better than slaves.° 
Given the existence of such attitudes, even citizens who did not own slaves 
were imbued with a strong sense of personal honor and resentful of slights: 
to accept insult from another citizen was to risk being assimilated to a slave. 
The institution of slavery was one that raised the stakes in relationships 
between individual Athenians. It thus contributed to the aristocratic sen- 
sitivity to slight that marked Athens’ persona in the Greek world, a topic 
to which we shall return.’ 

Athenians did not want to behave in a slavish manner for other, fairly 
obvious, reasons: slaves were seen as outsiders and as deservedly in sub- 
jection because of their cowardice. Most slaves were imported and usu- 
ally from non-Greek peoples whom the Athenians affected to despise; 
slaves were thus considered inferior foreigners and likely to be hostile.* For 
example, Apollodorus expected to turn a jury of Athenian citizens against 
Phormion, an ex-slave of his father, with the following attack — among 
many similar ones: 


You perhaps suppose, because he talks funny, that he is a barbarian and con- 
temptible. Well, he is a barbarian who hates those he ought to honor.’ 


But slaves were not just barbarians. Many slaves owed their status to 
defeat in war.'° A common militaristic justification of slavery was that 
slaves deserved their condition as losers in war, whose lives had been 
spared on condition of their servitude." The state of slavery, to this way 
of thinking, revealed the cowardice of the slave and also the harsh and 
humiliating results of such cowardice. Another factor was possibly even 
more important to the association of slavery with cowardice. Individual 
slaves were stereotyped as trivial, cowardly, shiftless, and childish.'* This 
image, found in a variety of other slave societies, derived in part from the 
actual behavior of relatively powerless slaves. More profoundly, “the worst, 
or most easily patronized” traits were seized upon and expanded into a 
general theory, because of masters’ need to despise those they oppressed.” 
The ways that orators deployed slavery reflect all of these negative views of 
slaves. 

The imputation of slavishness to an individual opponent could raise 
suspicions of hostility to the citizen class or of a foreigner’s lack of concern 
for Athens. This could be employed with equal effectiveness against oppo- 
nents who favored or who opposed war. For example, Demosthenes accuses 


6 Raaflaub 1983: 535. 7 See pp. 201-14. 8 E.g. Rosivach 1999. 9 [Dem.] 45.30. 
10 See Garlan 1999 and Pritchett 1971—91: v.223-45. ™ See Hunt 1998: 154-5, 200-1. 
12 Dover 1974: 114-16; Dover 1993: 43-9; Hunt 1998: 160-4. 3 QO, Patterson 1971: 217. 
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Aeschines of having a slave father and doing jobs more appropriate for a 
slave." In this and other cases we can tell that the accusations were exag- 
gerated if not entirely fictitious.” On the other hand, Aeschines denounces 
the example of Cleophon, a popular Athenian leader of the late Pelopon- 
nesian War. Aeschines begins this passage by describing Cleophon as a 
lyre-maker, “whom many remembered bound in fetters.” Thus Aeschines 
conjures up for his audience the most humiliating, most unfree experience 
of Cleophon’s supposed slavery. Aeschines’ portrayal, however, does not 
imply that Cleophon was a coward; rather, he was a rabid war-monger who 
“threatened to take his knife and slit the throat of any man who should 
make mention of peace.” Aeschines uses the accusation of slavishness, in 
its harshest colors, to show that Cleophon was not really an Athenian and 
was perhaps hostile to the interests of Athens. This attack on a politician 
of the previous century served as a prelude to Aeschines’ attack on Demos- 
thenes as “a descendant through [his] mother of the nomad Scythians” and 
“more a slave than freeman, all but branded as a runaway.” In Aeschines’ 
account, Demosthenes, like Cleophon, tried to get Athens to continue 
fighting when that was beyond its power and not in its interest. 

In one case Demosthenes applies a similar type of slur to a whole country. 
In the Third Philippic he describes Philip as “not even a barbarian from 
any place that can be named with honour, but a pestilent knave from 
Macedonia, whence it was never yet possible to buy a decent slave.” 
Demosthenes invites his audience — a significant portion of whom were 
not, in fact, slave owners — to put themselves in the position of discerning 
purchasers of slaves; King Philip — and Macedonia as a whole — is demoted 
to the status of an inadequate slave in order to invoke a slave master’s proud 
indignation at Philip’s current high status and power in the Greek world, 
a monstrous reversal. 

Greeks applied the slave metaphor to any number of stark, hierarchical 
dichotomies, such as that between the mind and the body or between an 
absolute government and its subjects.’? Some of these uses were positive or 
neutral: according to Plato and Aristotle, it was good that the mind ruled 


14 Dem. 18.129. 15 Yunis 2001: 185. 

16 Aeschin. 2.76. Similar contemporary slurs are attested: Ar. Ran. 678-85, 1532-3; the comic poet 
Plato’s play, Cleophon, represented Cleophon as speaking broken Greek (Rogers 1902-16: v.101). 

17 Aeschin. 2.78, 79. Cf. Aeschin. 3.171-2. See Richardson 1889: 176 ad Aeschin. 3.171.2 on the question 
of whether Demosthenes’ maternal grandmother was Thracian. 

18 Dem. 9.30-1. Cf. Arist. RA. 2.9.1387a19-31 on indignation aroused by those who have recently had 
good luck. 

9 See Vlastos 1941 on the use of the slave metaphor in Plato. 


112 Household metaphors 


the body.*° But when the metaphor was applied to relationships between 
free people, it almost always had a pejorative sense; only slaves ought to be 
subject to slavery. Using the metaphor to condemn unequal relationships 
between states was particularly common in the histories of Herodotus, 
Thucydides, and Xenophon.” It was also widespread in Athenian oratory 
on foreign policy.” States that enslaved others were often condemned; 
those that allowed themselves to suffer metaphoric enslavement were also 
castigated or required exculpation.*? Orators sometimes gave extra force 
to the argument against acting like slaves: the Athenians, since they were 
accustomed to rule or to pre-eminence, were especially debarred from any 
conduct that could be construed as slavish.** 

Such condemnation of slavishness tended to be part of an incitement 
to war. If such wars are fought against the aggression of larger powers, 
we tend not to judge the exaggeration implicit in the slave metaphor 
harshly. We may regard the Melians, who refused to accept “slavery,” as 
foolish, but only the most steadfast pacifist would deny their right to resist 
Athenian aggression.” Unfortunately, the slave metaphor seems to have 
been powerful also when it was a matter not of resisting aggression, but of 
compromising. It was often just a way of making more vivid the imputation 
of cowardice to anybody opposed to a war. According to Thucydides, 
Pericles made this argument in a particularly explicit form: 


For any demand, of the greatest or the smallest importance, means the same 
subservience if it is a command issued by an equal to an equal before there is 
arbitration.” 


In our period, Demosthenes ignores the complexities of the conflict 
between Athens and Macedonia and argues repeatedly that the war against 
Philip is one for freedom. For example, in the Third Philippic Demos- 
thenes argues that “even if all the other states agree to be slaves, neverthe- 
less, we must fight for freedom.”?” In On the Chersonese he claims that for 
Athens not to fight back against Philip's aggression would be to endure 


20 Schiitrumpf 1993. 

2 Hunt 1998: 46-51, 128, 158-6o. On the ideal of freedom and its relation to chattel slavery see 
O. Patterson 1991 with the criticisms of Raaflaub 2004: 42. 

22 E.g. Isoc. 6.43; 14.5; 12; 17, 19, 29-30, 34, 41, 43, 61; Aeschin. 3.85; Dem. 1.23; 2.8; 8.46, 49, 60, 62, 
74; 9.22, 26-7, 36, 593 15.3) 573 18.72, 182-3, 205, 289 (Chaeronea Epitaph), 295; 19.81, 137. 

3 E.g. Isoc. 14.12, 29-30. Dem. 18.203 condemns both sides of the relationship at once. 

24 This theme is stressed throughout one of the most brilliant passages in On the Crown (Dem. 
18.199—-205). Cf. Isoc. 6.94; Thuc. 8.68.4. 

*5 See Walzer 1977: 51-73. 26 Thuc. 1.1411 (trans. modified). Cf. Isoc. 6.51. 

27 Dem. 9.70-1. Compare Demosthenes’ praise of the Athenian defense of freedom in the Persian 
Wars (Dem. 9.36; 18.205). 
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slavery.” Athens was the most populous city-state and Greece’s domi- 
nant naval power, but nevertheless, it is portrayed as barely warding off 
metaphorical slavery. 

Five of our speeches deprecate war, advocate making peace, or criticize 
an excessive belligerence: Andocides’ On the Peace, Demosthenes’ On the 
Navy-Boards and On the Peace, Aeschines’ On the False Embassy, and Against 
Ctesiphon. That these speeches either do not use or explicitly reject the 
application of the slave metaphor confirms that it had a bellicose force. 
Andocides is quite forthright: “for what reason should we make war? That 
our city may be free? But this is what it already is?”*? In On the Peace 
Demosthenes, uncharacteristically, is arguing for restraint. In this oration, 
alone of his assembly speeches, he avoids the explicit evocation of slavery. 
Nevertheless, he needs to counter an argument that may well have been 
posed in terms of slavery: 


“ce 


Must we then,’ you ask, ‘do as we are told for fear of the consequences? Do you 
of all men advise that?’ Far from it. No, I think we ought so to act as to do nothing 
unworthy of Athens and yet avoid war.”*° 


In his speech On the Navy-Boards Demosthenes deprecates the declaration 
of a crusade against Persia. Accordingly, he avoids any reference to the 
motif of slavery and freedom that dominated the Greeks’ thinking about 
their conflicts with Persia. Only once does he refer to slavery, and this 
was the slavery of Persian subjects, not a slavery with which Persia might 
be threatening Greece.” Aeschines in his legal conflicts with the more 
bellicose Demosthenes generally avoids speaking of the slavery of states.** 
The Melian dialogue in Thucydides provides a contrast that sums up our 
evidence — and suggests that the deployment of the slave metaphor was not 
limited to our period. The intransigent Melians repeatedly talk in terms of 
slave metaphors, but the otherwise blunt Athenians, who wish to subjugate 
Melos without a fight, avoid this provocative terminology.” 

Some invocations of the threat of “slavery” for a state can seem vague and 
abstract, unconnected with the actual practice of slavery. To say that a state 
was “enslaved” may simply have indicated its loss of autonomy in foreign 
affairs, its paying of a tribute, or the imposition upon it of an unwanted 


28 Dem. 8.59, see also Dem. 10.61. 29 Andoc. 3.13-14. 

3° Dem. 5.24. Yunis 2001: 222 calls “doing what is ordered,” a standard expression for slavery in 
discussing Dem. 18.202; cf. Isoc 6.94. 

3 Dem. 14.32. 

32 Aeschin. 3.85 is the only exception and here Aeschines is praising an expedition to Euboea, which 
the Thebans were attempting to enslave. Cf. Dem. 8.74. 

3 Thuc. 5.86, 92, 1003 112.2. 
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government; the practices of chattel slavery may hardly have been present 
to the mind of the speaker or to his audience. In modern war oratory, 
the imperative to fight for liberty or against slavery is often asserted. But 
there we can detect only the faintest connotations of the actual institution 
of chattel slavery. Was the metaphor of slavery already “dead” in classical 
Athens? 

One would guess not: the metaphor of slavery could never have become 
so inert in the slave society of Athens as in the modern westernized world, 
in which what little chattel slavery exists is distant and almost invisible.** 
Everywhere around him, an Athenian citizen could see the stark difference 
between the freedom of a citizen or mastery and slavery. The mere mention 
of enslavement would evoke recollections of slaves being sold or for rent, 
of the public or private punishment of slaves or their abuse in comedy. It 
might evoke vague fears of the threat of capture in war or abduction into 
slavery, a frequently mentioned and capital crime. 

Rather than seeing the metaphor of slavery as dead, it might be bet- 
ter to think of it as sleeping, exhausted by frequent use in discussions 
and debates on interstate relations and in the condemnation of overly 
hierarchical political relationships within a state. In several cases, orators 
deliberately wake the sleeping metaphor of slavery — an indication that the 
metaphor by itself had become insufficiently vivid. When Isocrates wants 
to highlight the tyrannical behavior of the Thebans, he claims that some 
of their neighbors are “no less slaves than those who have been bought 
with money.” He needs to insist that their subjection was so severe as 
to resemble actual slavery, something the metaphor must no longer have 
implied. Demosthenes excoriates the city-states that entrusted themselves 
to Philip’s partisans: “they are slaves, doomed to the whipping-post and 
scaffold.” The mention of “whipping” evokes the specter of actual chattel 
slavery more vividly than the mere word “slavery” could. 

A passage from Demosthenes’ Fourth Philippic shows how potent the 
slave metaphor could be when brought to life with a reference to the 
punishment of slaves. As the culmination of his jeremiad against Athenian 
lethargy, Demosthenes attacks any tendency to procrastination as follows: 


When, men of Athens, shall we consent to do our duty? “Whenever it is necessary,” 
y M 
you will say. But what any free man would call necessity is not merely present now, 
but is long ago past, and from the necessity that constrains a slave we must surely 
pray to be delivered. Do you ask the difference? The strongest necessity that a 
free man feels is shame for his own position, and I know not if we could name a 


34 See Finnegan 2000 for current chattel slavery. 35 Isoc. 14.18. 36 Dem. 9.66. 
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stronger; but for a slave necessity means blows and bodily outrage, unfit to name 
here, may it not occur.*” 


Demosthenes places his Athenian audience in a no-man’s land between 
being free men and being slaves: they have already failed to respond to 
“what any free man would call necessity.” There is some doubt whether 
the Athenians are really free men. But they have not yet become slaves: 
Demosthenes prays that “the necessity that constrains a slave” be averted. 
Demosthenes then defines his two “necessities.” He says that shame is the 
“strongest necessity that a free man feels.” For a slave, however, “blows and 
bodily outrage” constitute “necessity.” Demosthenes thus makes the threat 
of slavery vivid and compelling; for “blows and bodily outrage” refers to a 
key distinction between slave and free. Elsewhere, in two forensic speeches, 
Demosthenes insists that slave and free are distinguished most decisively in 
how they can be punished: slaves are answerable with their bodies, but free 
men are not.*® Although scholars have noted some exceptions to the rule 
of citizen immunity from physical punishment, this picture of the contrast 
between citizen and slave for the most part reflected Athenian practice.” 
Slave liability to corporal punishment is obvious; the requirement that they 
give legal testimony only under torture is notorious if puzzling.*° Demos- 
thenes harnesses the feelings of outrage and indignation that Athenian 
citizens would feel at the threat of corporal punishment, being treated like 
a slave. Demosthenes makes the relationship between Athens and Philip’s 
Macedonia, a relationship that may have seemed distant and abstract to 
many Athenians, into something concrete and emotionally charged by his 
evocation of this familiar but dramatic aspect of Athenian slavery. 

If it could be brought to life, the metaphor of slavery was far more useful 
to the pro-war orator than the bare accusation of cowardice. All Athenians 
could remember a terrified slave, or a slave being punished — in comedy at 
least — and would want never to risk being in the same position or seeming 
to deserve to be. Within the state, to treat a free individual as a slave was 
considered /ybris, as Fisher puts it, “the serious assault on the honour of 
another, which is likely to cause shame and lead to anger and attempts at 
revenge.”*' This angry and vengeful state was just what an orator arguing 
for a war would like to inculcate in his audience. If he could convince 
them that Athens as a whole had been treated as a slave or was in danger 
of acting in a slavish way, he was close to winning his argument. 


37 Dem. 10.27 (cf. 4.10) (trans. modified). 38 Dem. 22.55; see also Dem. 24.166-7. 

39 E.g. Hunter 1994: 154-84. 

4° See duBois 1991: 39—45; Gagarin 1996; Mirhady 1996; Thür 1996 on the torture of slave witnesses. 
+ Fisher 1992: 1, 48-53. 
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The potency of the slave metaphor probably contributed to the fre- 
quency of warfare: it encouraged weaker states to fight even when obviously 
over-matched; it made compromise more difficult all around. If peace were 
the only thing of value, we might simply condemn the slave metaphor as 
dysfunctional. But a willingness to fight, enforced by the shame of acting 
“slavishly,” was also a curb on the oppression of the weak by the powerful. 
In many situations their apparent willingness to fight would have gained 
small states better treatment, since war had its costs and risks even for a 
more powerful state. Game Theory illuminates this effect: in his classic 
work, The Strategy of Conflict, Thomas Schelling argues that in certain 
situations “some voluntary but irreversible sacrifice of freedom of choice” 
is advantageous.** One of Schelling’s examples makes the application to 
our topic clear: “If national representatives can arrange to be charged 
with appeasement for every small concession, they place concession visibly 
beyond their reach.”® This elimination of alternatives is precisely what 
the interpretation of interstate relations in terms of the slavery metaphor 
accomplished. The almost ubiquitous application of the slave metaphor 
increased the chance of war, but improved the bargaining position of weak 
states vis-à-vis the powerful. 

We turn finally from the slave metaphor to slavery itself. Greek states 
occasionally sold the surviving population of a captured city into slavery. 
Although this grim fate did not befall many cities, it was always a possibility. 
The threat of enslavement was too pessimistic, abhorrent, and distant to 
be used directly in the Athenian assembly as an argument against risking 
war.*+ But strong popular sentiments against the enslaving of Greeks could 
be roused against states that did this. In particular, Macedonian expansion 
involved the enslavement of several Greek cities and was condemned on 
this basis: Demosthenes lists among Philip’s crimes that he razed some 
cities and sold their populations into slavery." 

Olynthus, in particular, was a major city and an ally of Athens when it 
was destroyed and its people were enslaved by Philip. The fate of its people 
became a cause célèbre. Demosthenes praised an early speech of Aeschines 
that expressed outrage at seeing thirty Olynthian women and children 
brought as slaves to the Peloponnese by one of Philip’s mercenaries.*° The 
accusation of having taken part in the abuse of a female Olynthian slave 


# Schelling 1960: 22 8B Schelling 1960: 29. 

44 Contrast Isoc. 8.37, 75-63 15.319. Cf. Andoc. 3.21. Generals could invoke the threat of slavery in an 
attempt to get their troops to fight more resolutely, e.g. Thuc. 5.9.9. 

4 Dem. 18.182. See also Hyp. 6.17. 46 Dem. 19.305-6. 
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was an important one in Demosthenes’ attack on Aeschines later, suppos- 
edly corrupt attitude towards Philip.“ Aeschines indignantly denied the 
charge. Demosthenes himself prosecuted and had a certain Euthymachus 
condemned to death for putting an Olynthian female slave in a brothel.*? 

A mysterious nomos of Lycurgus, mentioned by Plutarch, seems to forbid 
the purchase of freeborn captives as slaves in Athens.*° This law probably 
aimed to protect, at Athens at least, the liberty and rights of the citizens 
of some specific allied city that had been enslaved. Just as Demosthenes 
and Hyperides, leading anti-Macedonian statesmen, took advantage of the 
courts to keep Philip’s most brutal and offensive actions in the public view, 
so, too, was Lycurgus active in a series of patriotic prosecutions — of a 
man who fled Athens after Chaeronea, for example.” It would not have 
been out of character for him to seize the moral high ground — regarding, 
perhaps, Theban slaves after the sack of Thebes in 335 — with a patriotic 
and anti-Macedonian measure, albeit one that would not provoke a war. 
Unfortunately, disagreement about a needed supplementation to the text 
of Plutarch and the fact that a pséphisma rather than a nomos would be 
appropriate for a single case makes this reconstruction less certain than we 
would wish.” 


WOMEN 


Women played a role in war oratory similar to that of slaves.” Although the 
exhortation to prove one’s manliness by going to war was not as prominent 
or ubiquitous as the appeal to assert one’s freedom, it was also a goading 
metaphor. Speakers could demand that the men in the assembly prove that 
they were real men by their willingness to go to war. 

On one level, the reason why Athenian men did not want to be likened 
to women is obvious and derives from the subordinate position of women 
in society and especially in male thinking. But the impact of the accusa- 
tion depended also on a certain insecurity on the part of Athenian men. 
John Winkler argues for an “odd belief in the reversibility of the male 


47 Dem. 19.196-8, 305-9. Cf. Plutarch, Alc. 16 48 Aeschin. 2.4, 153-8. 

49 Din. 1.23 with Worthington 1992: 170. See also Dem. 19.309 with MacDowell 2000: 340-1 on 
Philocrates and Hyperides, fr. B 19.1 on Euthycrates; cf. Dem. 19.192-5. 

5° [Plut.] Mor. 842a. * Cf. Burke 1977: 337. 

52 See Pritchett 1971-91: v.416—-17; Garlan 1999: 16; Rosivach 1999: 141. Klees 1998: 334-54 provides a 
full discussion with bibliography and settles on a different interpretation of the law. 

5 The arguments to avoid slavish and womanish behavior were sometimes deployed in parallel (Dem. 
3.31; Aeschin. 2.127. Cf. Xen. Hell. 3.4.19). 
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person, always in peril of slipping into the servile or the feminine.”** Such 
uneasiness could only be heightened when men failed in the tasks and 
virtues by which they justified their dominance over women. These most 
obviously included military service and courage. Although masculinity is 
not the whole of courage — nor is courage the whole of masculinity — in 
Greece their connection was strong. Indeed, one of the most common 
Greek words for courage was andreia, which literally means “manliness.” 
Ryan Balot points out that in ancient Greece “[c]ourage had always been 
the defining attribute of socially approved manhood and especially of those 
willing to fight and die for their communities.”*° 

A few pieces of evidence will highlight the masculinity of military 
courage and prowess, which should be anything but startling. The his- 
torian and philosopher Xenophon warns that cavalrymen who are poorly 
trained will perform in battle like women fighting against men.’ In Plato, 
a cowardly commander would be fit only for women.’ Kenneth Dover 
argues that “[i]n the Athens of Aristophanes the supreme effeminacy was 
cowardice on the battlefield; Eupolis’ comedy Astrateutoi (‘men who have 
not been on military service’) had the alternative title Androgunoi ((women- 
men’).”» In Plato’s Timaeus, men who were unjust or cowardly might well 
be reincarnated as women.“° 

In fact, the threat was rather more urgent than one’s fate in a possi- 
ble reincarnation. A man who had disgraced himself in military service, 
ipso facto and without a trial, suffered atimia. He was excluded from the 
agora, the meeting place and political center of the city, and from temples. 
He could not speak in the assembly or hold any public office including 
membership in the boule or a jury. Owing to his inability to speak, he 
was barred from “all procedural protection of his rights as a citizen.” In 
several concrete ways a man who had demonstrably failed in his military 
duties by the revocation of his political and legal rights was demoted to the 
status of a women. 

Aeschines repeatedly insinuates that Demosthenes deserved such 
a demotion, especially because of his performance at Chaeronea.°* 


54 Winkler 1990: 50. See also Roisman 2005: 197-8. 5 Roisman 200s: 188. 

56 Balot 2007: 37-8. 57 Xen. Eq. mag. 8.2. 8 PI. Leg. 1.639b. 

5 Aristophanes attacks Cleonymus both for cowardice and effeminacy (Dover 1978: 144 on Eq. 1372, 
Nub. 353-5, 670-80, Vesp. 15-23, and Pax 446, 670-8, 1295-1301). 

6 Pl. Ti. goe. See also Hdt. 2.102.5. 

& Harrison 1971: 171. MacDowell 1978: 74 notes that other people could bring various suits on his 
behalf. See Ste. Croix 1972: 280-4; [Dem.] 59.26-8. 

62 Aeschin. 3.159-60, 167, 247; and 3.155: “this man, if he isa man.” See also Dorjahn 1940; and Wankel 
1976: 1078-9, who lists the passages in which Aeschines repeats the accusation that Demosthenes 
was a coward or “left the ranks” at Chaeronea: Aeschin. 3.151, 152, 155, 159, 175, 181, 187, 244, 253. 
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Individuals — for Demosthenes was not a general but merely a soldier 
at Chaeronea — needed to be brave and face the risks of battle; leaders 
could display manliness in their foreign policies or their aggressive use of 
military command. Herodotus has the Persian queen, Atossa, urge King 
Darius to war against the Greeks with a very Greek appeal: “to show the 
Persians that they have a man to rule them.”® Generals, too, must show 
manliness in their strategies: Thucydides has Cleon taunt Nicias for his 
failure to capture the Spartans on Sphacteria: “it was easy — if the gener- 
als were men — to sail and capture the troops on the island.”®* Aeschines 
attacks Demosthenes for being unmanly in his motions for the defense of 
Athens in the immediate aftermath of the Peace of Philocrates: he had the 
Athenians bring Athenian property in from the fields, although Athens’ 
position was secure.® 

The sovereign assembly of the Athenians did not delegate much of its 
power to anybody. So, usually it was the citizens as a whole who made 
decisions and risked effeminacy if they did not assert their rights vis-a-vis 
other states. This is an important theme in Demosthenes’ arguments for 
taking a strong line in foreign policy from his earliest speeches. In the 
For the Liberty of the Rhodians he argues that the Athenians should not 
restrain their support for the Rhodians out of fear of becoming embroiled 
in a war with Artemisia, ruler of Caria: would it not be disgraceful for 
the Athenians to “fear one who is at once a barbarian and a woman?”ć6 
In the same speech Demosthenes also makes a Realist argument — to 
which we shall return — with a gendered twist: since all other cities act 
unjustly, advocates of Athenian restraint are not urging justice, but ratio- 
nalizing unmanliness.°” We can discern here a contrast between advocates 
of intervention, who used the slogan “be manly,” and more cautious Athe- 
nians, who appeal to justice. Demosthenes, an expert orator, must have 
thought that the specter of effeminacy would have some impact or he 
would not have deployed it; that Athens decided against his advice and did 
not intervene in Rhodes warns us not to overemphasize the force of this 
appeal. 

In the First Philippic Demosthenes affects to believe that Philip’s con- 
tinued aggressiveness is due to divine intervention: 


6 Hdr. 3.134. See also Hdt. 1.37 and Xen. Hell. 7.1.24; cf. Xen. An. 7.1.21. 

64 Thuc. 4.27.5. 65 Aeschin. 2.139. 

6 Dem. 15.23. At Salamis, the Athenians offered a special prize for the capture of another, earlier 
Artemisia in resentment at having a woman fighting against them (Hdt. 8.93). See also Gera 1997: 
10 on Tractatus de Mulieribus section 13. 

& Dem. 15.28. 
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For if he did nothing more, but were willing to rest satisfied . . . I believe some of 
you would be quite content with what must bring the deepest disgrace upon us 
and brand us as an unmanly nation. 


The manliness of Athens has been offended and Demosthenes pretends to 
welcome the fact that Philip is giving them another chance to redeem their 
reputation. As when he evoked the specter of slavishness, Demosthenes’ 
rhetoric avoids directly insulting the Athenians. They are not yet slaves or 
women, but they are on a slippery slope, from which only aggressive action 
can save them. 

In On the False Embassy Demosthenes puts his audience in another 
dilemma. The results of the Peace of Philocrates were so disgraceful that 
the Athenians must have been hoodwinked by Aeschines into accepting it. 
Otherwise, he tells the Athenians: 


[You must} confess yourselves so unmanly and so cowardly that, with no enemy 
within your borders, no blockade of your ports, no imperilment of your capi- 
tal, with corn-prices low . . . with the foreknowledge... that your allies would be 
ruined . . . you thereupon cheerfully made the peace.” 


Demosthenes uses the specter of effeminacy to persuade the Athenians that 
they should find Aeschines guilty. 

In addition to the references by the historians and in oratorical passages, 
two other types of evidence suggest that the argument from masculinity 
was a common pro-war appeal. First, the threat of unmanliness appears 
four times in Isocrates’ Archidamus, which is teeming with pro-war topoi.”° 
So Isocrates’ exemplary, if fictional, pro-war speech repeatedly invokes the 
threat of unmanliness. Second, orators who argued against wars, seem to 
have expected the accusation of “unmanliness” to be raised against policies 
of accommodation in interstate relations; they sometimes tried to pre- 
clude its use. In On the False Embassy Aeschines lambastes the hypocrisy 
of those who are “pro-war and call peace unmanliness.””* In Thucydides, 
Archidamus also finds it necessary to counter the accusation of unmanli- 
ness: “And let no one think it unmanliness that a multitude hesitates to 
attack a single city.”’* The appeal to avoid effeminacy was a typical slogan or 


68 Dem. 4.42. 

69 Dem. 19.218-19 (trans. modified). The words translated “unmanly and “cowardly” are anandyia and 
kakia. 

7° Tsoc. 6.7, 13, 56-7, 94. 7! Aeschin. 2.137. 

72 Thuc. 1.83.1 (trans. modified). The word anandria could also be applied to individuals who were 
thought insufficiently aggressive (Pl. Resp. 8.560d; Xen. An. 2.6.25). 
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rallying cry for orators who felt Athens was not taking an aggressive enough 
policy. 

Whenever an orator accused another of unmanliness or urged the Athe- 
nians not to act like women, the possibility of a more concrete sexual 
transgression was in the background: kinaidia, taking what the Athenians 
saw as the woman's role in sex by being penetrated by another man. Many 
passages reveal that, to Athenian thinking, being penetrated made a man 
into a woman.” Unsurprisingly, the masculine ideal was the warrior — and 
the hoplite in particular — and its opposite, among men, was the kinaidos — 
perhaps best translated “fairy” or “pansy.”’* So, for example, Aeschines calls 
Timarchus a woman on the grounds that he was penetrated.” In On the 
False Embassy he repeatedly attacked Demosthenes as a kinaidos.”° 

The imputation of kinaidia to an individual was a relatively straight- 
forward insult; as a goading metaphor to encourage belligerence, the 
comparison of Athens itself or the Athenian assembly with a kinaidos 
was problematic. In comedy, Aristophanes could directly call his audi- 
ence “wide-assed.””’ But, as we have seen, the orator was constantly faced 
with the dilemma of goading without insulting and alienating his audi- 
ence. The imputation of being a kinaidos was too insulting to be applied to 
the people of Athens and the word itself was considered language inappro- 
priate for the assembly.”* Rather, orators preferred the vague word malakos, 
“soft.” Although malakos has a range of meanings, when used of a person 
it evoked effeminacy. Greek male culture contrasted the hard, courageous 
men, active outside the house and the softer, fearful women who lived 
inside.” 

Thus, though the insinuation of “softness” was less direct than call- 
ing a man or policy unmanly or womanish, it could imply something like 
kinaidia. For example, in the Aristotelian Athenian Constitution, Pisistratus 
son Thessalus insults Harmodius by preventing his sister from marching 
in a sacred procession and by calling him malakos.*° These insults inspired 
the plot against the lives of the tyrants. Significantly, Harmodius was the 
eromenos of Aristogiton. The accusation that he was soft constituted “fight- 
ing words,” since it implied that he was penetrated and thus effeminized. 
The imputation of malakia is likely to be a fourth-century addition to the 


73 Dover 1978: 76; Winkler 1990: 50; D. Cohen 1991: 184-7. 

74 Winkler 1990: 45, 47; Cartledge 1998a: 63; van Wees 2004: 40. 75 Aeschin. 1.110-11. 

76 Aeschin. 2.88, 99; see also 2.151 and 1.131 with Dover 1978: 75. See also the passages linking kinaidia 
and effeminacy in Henderson 1991: 213. 

77 Ar. Nub. 1085-1104. 

78 Dover 1974: 33: “The sexual language of oratory is circumspect, sometimes even coy.” 

79 Versnel 1987: 59. Cf. Dean-Jones 1994: 186. 80 [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 18.2. 
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story.” It reveals that malakos was an insult and a challenge when applied 
to an individual and this seems to have been a common practice in the 
assembly and courtroom. 

Malakos can denote individual cowardice in battle much as anandros 
does.® Generals and political leaders could also be malakos if they were 
insufficiently aggressive. In Thucydides, Archidamus was thought malakos 
for not organizing the invasion of Attica with enough vigor.” In On the 
Chersonese Demosthenes feels the need to defend himself from the accusa- 
tion that he is “undaring and soft” in that he does not propose a motion 
against Philip but merely urges the support of Diopithes. He insists that 
he is “more manly” than the many reckless politicians whose self-interested 
and destructive policies he proceeds to attack.** In Aeschines’ account in 
On the False Embassy, Demosthenes admits that he was malakos in that 
he did not want to stir up hostility with Thebes: he invokes considera- 
tions of prudence in his defense. Demosthenes may have actually been 
willing briefly to admit malakia in a rhetorically daring gambit, but we 
should not put full faith in the verbatim fidelity of Aeschines’ narration of 
Demosthenes’ speech. 

Malakos also seems to be a standard word to denote a city’s unwillingness 
to fight. The hope of Philip’s friendship, in which they were sadly disap- 
pointed, made the Phocians, previously determined to hold out to the end, 
soft (malakos) and thus unwilling to fight against Philip and the Thebans 
at the end of the Sacred War.*° In Pseudo-Demosthenes’ On the Treaty 
with Alexander the speaker claims that the Macedonians have “discovered 
that there is an indescribable slackness and softness [malakia] in our city”; 
this is why the Macedonians expect to break the terms of their peace treaty 
with impunity.*” 

As in the case of anandria, those arguing against war tried to preclude 
accusations of malakia. In the prelude to the Sicilian expedition Nicias 
urges the older men in the assembly not to be ashamed or fearful of being 
thought malakos for voting against the campaign.** The insinuation that a 
policy was malakos was another goad in the arsenal of the war orator, one 
that Nicias felt he needed to counter. 

In his perceptive book The Rhetoric of Manhood: Masculinity in the Attic 
Orators, Joseph Roisman stresses that the ideal of masculinity was a flexible 
one and included the virtues of rationality and restraint, traits that could 
serve to discourage the recourse to war.*” Nevertheless, he concedes, “the 


81 Lavelle 1986: 329-30. 82 Dem. 18.245. 83 Thuc. 2.18.3. 84 Dem. 8.68. 
85 Aeschin. 2.106. 86 Dem. 19.54. 87 [Dem.] 17.29 (trans. modified). 
88 Thuc. 6.13.1. 89 Roisman 2005: 114, 116. 


Ancestors 123 


prestige of war seemed to have given speakers who advocated taking a 

belligerent option a rhetorical advantage, since it was easy to identify peace 
8 P i Be Since | y 

or the reluctance to go to war with cowardice.” ?° 


ANCESTORS 


Metaphors having as their source the relationships of fathers and sons 
played a large role in Athenian political discourse. These metaphors could 
be deployed to idealize the relationship either of the Athenians to the state — 
“we are sons of Athens” — or of the present to the past — “let us live up to 
our (fore)fathers.” The first use could serve to encourage patriotism — of 
which military service and sacrifice were a large part: “act towards your state 
as you would act towards your father to whom you owe so much.” The 
second was usually a goading metaphor: “Live up to the martial traditions 
of Athens’ past as you wish to live up to your (fore)fathers.”?' This last 
use of the paternal metaphor appears paradoxical in one respect: ancient 
sources often emphasize a generational gap in terms of desire to go to war: 
it is the young who are eager for war, while the older men are the advocates 
of restraint. 

In Fathers and Sons in Athens: Ideology and Society in the Era of the 
Peloponnesian War, Barry Strauss argues persuasively for a history of gener- 
ational relationships.”* He believes that from 440 to 413 Athenian culture 
displayed an increasing focus on youth, but after the failure of the Sicilian 
Expedition Athens experienced a reactionary turn back to the father.” Karl 
Jost earlier examined the use of the forefathers in history and oratory. He 
found that the exhortation to equal the feats of the ancestors was most 
common in the mid fourth century: Isocrates based much of his worldview 
on the idea of returning to the ways of an idealized past; most crucial 
for this book, Demosthenes portrayed the ancestors and Athens’ past as 
placing important demands on the present.”* 

These cultural histories are as convincing as our limited and possi- 
bly unrepresentative sources allow. Nevertheless, deep continuities in such 
basic relationships are likely: two tendencies, devotion and competition 
between fathers and sons, are probably universal. Love, respect, and devo- 
tion towards a father were always expected and approved in Athens. Laws 
9° Roisman 200s: 113 citing Lys. 34.11; Aeschin. 2.137; Dem. 15.28, 19.218-19; Thuc. 6.13.1. 

9! Dem. 10.73 provides a particularly explicit example of this analogy. 
92 The following paragraphs follow Strauss’ treatment. See also C. Patterson 1998 and the articles 

collected in Bertman 1976. 


93 Strauss 1993a: 128. 
94 Jost 1936: 249 (peak), 159-60 (Isocrates), 242 (Demosthenes). See also Yunis 2000. 
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required sons not to maltreat their parents, but to support them in their old 
age, and to arrange for their burials.” During the dokimasia before taking 
public office Athenians were asked several questions whose answers were to 
reveal if they deserved the trust of the state. Two of these are immediately 
relevant: do you treat your parents well? Do you have an ancestral tomb??° 
Such laws reflect strong normative expectations about how sons should feel 
and behave towards their fathers — and, in the case of ancestral tombs, their 
forefathers.” 

Strauss explains that these expectations of filial devotion gave emotional 
force to the variety of words derived from patër, father.” To some extent 
every reference to “fatherland” in oratory invokes a family relationship in 
order to confirm the feelings of patriotism. As in the case of slavishness and 
manliness, it may be that “fatherland” was sometimes a dead metaphor, 
which did not evoke the relationship of fathers and sons much more than 
“patriotic” does today.’ But in some passages, the appeal to filial feeling is 
explicit. Demosthenes argues that every Athenian man of the Persian War 
period believed himself born to the state and not only to his parents: what 
such patriots felt for Athens is even greater and nobler than what others 
feel for their parents.” This appeal to the filial love of true Athenians for 
their country is embedded within an argument justifying the fight against 
Philip — as are many of Demosthenes references to the fathers or forefathers. 

The appeal to live up to the deeds of the ancestors was as important 
as the comparison of patriotism with filial devotion and belongs to the 
same cluster of ideas. Fathers and forefathers were closely connected in the 
Athenian worldview.'*' Indeed, the plural of fathers, pateres, could mean 
“forefathers” or “ancestors,” anda group of adjectives denoting “traditional” 
or “hereditary” were also derived from “father.”'°* Furthermore, in Greek 
culture the spokesman for ancestral ways was often an older man or father 
figure, a fact which makes patent the connection between the fathers and 
the ancestors in the Athenian worldview. Nevertheless the Athenians’ sense 
of their past was not just a matter of filial feeling; other emotions and 


95 Strauss 1993a: 3, 44. 


Rhodes 1992: 617-18 ad [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 55.3 provides a discussion of these questions with references 
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97 Strauss 1993b: 263-4. 
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99 Cf. Strauss 1993a: 57—60. 
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experiences certainly contributed to it. The militarism of Athenian public 
culture — the monuments, rituals, drama, and funeral orations discussed 
in Chapter 3 — immortalized a militant past and ensured its constant 
presence in the consciousness of Athenians. The relationship of fathers and 
sons does not provide an exhaustive explanation for the “burden of the 
Athenian past,” as Harvey Yunis puts it; it did contribute to it.’ 

By the fourth century the ancestors were held up as models to be imitated 
in many spheres of life. In the realm of politics and interstate relations 
the example of the ancestors could recommend all sorts of actions and 
attitudes: not complaining in a petty way about the terms of an alliance, 
preferring the good of the state to personal wealth, not being flattered by 
orators, treating advocates of submission harshly, distrusting tyrants and 
barbarians, and not deserting one’s post.'°* Its most common use, however, 
was to persuade an audience to match the martial valor of the past and not 
to compromise or yield to other states." 

We can distinguish three categories of this appeal: first, the Athenians can 
be portrayed as inheritors of a patrimony which they should not squander 
or allow to be diminished; second, the male lineage can be invoked as an 
audience; third, the present Athenians can be incited to rival the martial 
valor and deeds of their forefathers. Although it will be useful to distinguish 
these three types of appeals, some passages evoked more than one of these 
aspects of the relationship with the forefathers. 

Strauss points out that Athens as a fatherland could be represented as 
a patrimony to be preserved and not squandered." The male head of 
the household in particular was responsible for handing down the family 
property intact; indeed, there was a law against the “dissipation of patri- 
mony, the graphé argias...”*°’ So, too, the Athenians as a whole could be 
exhorted not to squander the city’s good name or power, which was their 
inheritance.'°* Since not passing on a reduced inheritance could mean 
maintaining the power of one’s state in the face of an outside threat — 
whether actual, perceived, or invented — this metaphor was applied in a 


103 Yunis 2000. 

104 Dem. 3.24, 25-63 18.204, 238-41 (see Wankel 1976: 945-51 on this and a similar story in Hdt. 9.5); 
Dem. 9.38—9; Aeschin. 3.181, 253. 

Burckhardt 1996: 229. 

Strauss 1993a: 45. Strauss’ examples use the verb paradidomi, but kataleipd is often used and carries 
the same connotation of the passing down of a patrimony. 

See Davidson 1997: 206-10 on the censure incurred by those who squander their inherited wealth; 
242 for the graphé argias. 

Thuc. 1.71.7 and 2.36.1-2 are cited by Strauss 1993a: 45. See also, e.g., Isoc. 6.8, 12, 57, 110; Thuc. 
1.144.3-4; Xen. Hell. 7.1.30. 
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wide range of circumstances. In his speeches against Philip, Demosthenes 
encouraged the Athenians not to abandon the post that their ancestors 
bequeathed to them, a formulation which combines a military metaphor 
with the concept of an Athenian inheritance.'°? This metaphor of the 
state as a patrimony was also be implicit in the ephebes’ oath, in which 
young Athenians as they come of age swear: “I shall not hand down (to 
my descendants) a lessened fatherland, but one that is increased in size 
and strength... ”"° This oath itself was sometimes quoted or alluded to 
by orators with various bellicose agenda." 

Both an estate and the greatness of Athens were timeless compared 
with the individual. Grandfathers and fathers may die, but the Aléros, the 
family estate, lives on.™ The preservation of the A/éros and the continua- 
tion of the male line and its religious rituals seem to have been the main 
motive for adoption, a relatively common practice."? So, too, soldiers may 
die for Athens and generations come and go, but the glory of the city 
remains great: the deeds of the ancestors are often described as attaining 
immortality.''* Thus the evocation of the Athenian tradition in war ora- 
tory displaces the specific occasion in interstate politics with a timeless, 
greater issue. The use of this metaphor implies that the question is not, for 
example, whether to help Olynthus, until recently an enemy of Athens, but 
rather whether Athens will maintain the reputation it has enjoyed over the 
centuries.’ 

Both the idea of the &/éros and of the timeless greatness of Athens play 
also on the individual’s hope for immortality. Private citizens seem often to 
have died content in the knowledge that they had done their part for the 
kléros, that their tomb would be tended, and the family and its property 
continue to exist. The citizen-soldiers of Athens were repeatedly assured 
that death in battle was not really death at all; not only would Athens go 
on, but the memory of its wars and their accomplishments would never 
fade." To reject an appeal to the Athenian tradition was not only disloyalty 
to the ancestors and to some extent to one’s father; it was also to destroy 
one’s own chance of escaping death, of sharing in the city’s immortality. 
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A family’s k/éros resembles the ancestral greatness of Athens in another 
way; both are the property of an all-male lineage."'’ The requirement that 
property follow agnatic lines of kinship in Athens and the prohibition, 
through the institution of the epik/éros, of the alienation of an estate from 
the paternal family are well known.'™ So too warrior elites often represent 
themselves as an all male line of warriors: they understand “themselves to 
be part of one long, unbroken tradition linking father and son and, more 
generally, the fighting men of one time to those of another. In their own 
minds, they form a special kind of lineage — of which General Douglas 
MacArthur's famous image of a “long gray line” of West Point alumni is 
one example.”'? 

I suspect that this notion was less influential in Athens than among a 
warrior elite. First of all, the Athenian citizens did not comprise a warrior 
elite. In the fourth century they were but occasional soldiers not warriors. 
Nevertheless, it may have flattered and puffed up, for example, a cart- 
driver and sometimes rower to think of himself in terms appropriate to 
a Homeric hero or an archaic aristocrat, groups with much more of the 
warrior ethos. As in other ways, the democracy adopted and made common 
the values and ideals belonging to earlier periods and richer classes; this 
allowed war orators to invoke a long lineage of men described largely in 
terms of military prowess and to urge upon their audiences a responsibility 
to this lineage. For example, Demosthenes in his Funeral Oration claims 
that the members of each of the ten tribes, which were the basis for the 
ten units of the Athenian army, were inspired by the feats of the mythical 
characters after which their tribe was named.'*° Although the tribes were 
established in 508 and some of the associated myths were elaborated only 
after that time, Demosthenes tries to show that the Athenian war dead 
were part of a lineage stretching back to mythical times. 

A final and crucial function of the invocation of the ancestors was 
to expand the audience before whom the Athenians saw themselves as 
acting. Orators occasionally emphasized that the Athenians’ actions will 
be known to all of Greece. The family, a less numerous but more distinct 
and intimate audience, could also be invoked. The ancestors, sometimes 
in tandem with posterity, provided an audience extended across time and 


"7 Cf. Ehrenreich 1997: 154, 157. 48 Just 1989: 95-8. 
"9 Ehrenreich 1997: 151; see also Theweleit 1989: 360-1 on the psychology of the Freikorps in inter-war 
Germany. 
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one that commanded the respect of all Athenian men, a crucial attribute 
of a shaming audience.'** Barbara Ehrenreich discusses a modern example 
in which the lineage of a warrior elite serves as an audience: 


Addressing the cadets at West Point, General MacArthur conjured up a ghostly 
succession of American warriors who were to serve as the superegos of the young. 
Were the cadets ever to fail in their duty, “a million ghosts in olive drab, in brown 
khaki, in blue and gray, would rise from their white crosses, thundering those 
magic words: Duty, honor, country.”'” 


The military ancestors served a similar purpose in Athenian minds as an 
“internalized other.”’** Thus, they could be invoked as witnesses to an oath 
just as the gods could. Near the end of Against Ctesiphon Aeschines invokes 
a list of great Athenian warriors and heroes and asks whether “the very 
sepulchers of your fathers, will groan aloud” if Demosthenes is crowned.'* 
In On the Crown Demosthenes strikes back with a justly famous oath: he 
asserts that the city could not have been wrong to take risks “on behalf 
of everyone and for the sake of freedom and safety.” He swears by the 
ancestors “those who fought in front at Marathon. . . those who fought the 
naval battle of Salamis... those who fought at Artemesium and the many 
others buried in the public cemetery.”'”° 

When orators invoked the glories of the forefathers they were also evok- 
ing a feeling of competition with fathers. Hence the challenge in war 
oratory to live up to the ancestors plays off the sense of rivalry with an 
older generation; it works because sons not only love their fathers but 
compete with them. Strauss points out that 


“Some father-son conflict indeed seems inevitable, given the universal struggle in 
all societies over the intergenerational transmission of power and property, and 
the universal alternation of dependence and independence.”'”” 


This tension is one reason why the appeal to match the ancestors works. 
Given the primacy of military virtues and that military exploits were the 
most important events in the cultural memory of Athens, this was a partic- 
ularly important arena for competition.'** Hence the invocation of rivalry 
with the fathers and forefathers typically served to recommend a proud 
refusal to compromise and a determination not to be beaten in war. 

We have seen that a distorted national history of the ancestors’ glorious 
victories could lead to miscalculations and excessive optimism about the 


122 See Dover 1974: 243-6; Williams 1993: 82-4. 123 Ehrenreich 1997: 153. 

24 Williams 1993: 82-5; see also the formulation of Yunis 2000: 110. 125 Aeschin. 3.257-9. 
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outcome of wars; the invocation of the forefathers and their glories had an 
emotional impact which was just as potent in prodding the Athenians to 
fight wars. For example, in On the Liberty of the Rhodians Demosthenes 
argues that Mausolus and Artemisia seized Cos and Rhodes and other 
places “for which the Greek of those days face many dangers and won 
much honor in the field.” Here Demosthenes dares his audience to try 
not to fall below the standard of their ancestors. When Demosthenes incites 
the Athenians to war with Philip, he often argues in terms of the simple 
obligation to live up to Athens’ glorious past.'*° 

But skillful orators would add twists on the basic idea. For example, 
Demosthenes describes the Athenians as constantly hearing about their 
ancestors and seeing the memorials of their prowess and, in a second pas- 
sage, as delighting in this. These experiences form the basis for a conclusion 
of the form “so how could we give up our liberty without a fight.” An 
unusual set of appeals to the ancestors occurs in Demosthenes’ speech On 
the Navy-Boards. The political context of this speech was the perceived 
threat of Persian aggression and a call to make war against the Great King. 
This setting seems to have led, inevitably perhaps, to appeals to the great 
days of the Persian War and the forefathers who had defended Greek lib- 
erty. Demosthenes aimed to prevent the Athenians from starting a war 
with Persia. The other main emphasis of his speech was the reform of the 
financing of the Athenian navy, a crucial and useful but unheroic, topic. 
Despite the apparently inappropriate subject matter, Demosthenes repeat- 
edly invokes the ancestors. But in each case he presents an alternative to 
the standard, patriotic, and belligerent formulation. Demosthenes begins 
by deflating the appeal to the ancestors by pointing out a difficulty, the 
impossibility of doing them justice. His emphasis will be on action not 
words: “I shall confine myself to how you can best prepare for war.”'* But 
he does not necessarily want the preparation to be used in a war against the 
Persians. He gives priority to the justice of the ancestors — also undeniable 
of course — rather than to their prowess: 


you must employ those same forces in self-defense against the King and against 
all who venture to do you wrong, though you must not set the example of wrong, 
either in word or in deed; and you must see to it that our actions, rather than the 
speeches delivered from this platform are worthy of our fathers." 


129 Dem. 15.27-8. 

3° Jost 1936: 242; Yunis 2000: 109. E.g. Dem. 10.74 = Dem. 8.49; Isoc. 6.12; Dem. 10.24-5, see 
also [Dem] 7.7. This appeal is commonly depicted in Thucydides too: 1.122.3; 2.11.2; 4.92.73; and 
4-953. 

BY Dem. 15.35; 18.68. 32 Dem. 14.1-2. See also Dem. Exordia 33. See also [Dem.] 13.12. 

33 Dem. 14.41. 
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Demosthenes also presents the argument that Athenian preparations, when 
reported to the king, will intimidate him when he considers the outcome 
of the Persian War.'*4 The force of this argument and the overall impact of 
his appeals to the forefathers is that they allowed Demosthenes to refer to 
the Persian Wars, as the warmongers were doing, and to seem to be taking 
an aggressive position against the Persian king, while in fact he opposes 
war and is merely suggesting a reorganization of military finance. 

It is only in Aeschines — discussed above — and Isocrates that we see 
more direct objections to this use of the example of the ancestors.’® In 
On the Peace \socrates portrays the advocates of war as demanding that 
the Athenians should imitate the ancestors: he agrees that the Athenians 
should imitate the good ancestors of the Persian War period, but not those 
who exposed the city to the risk of enslavement in the Decelean War, the 
last phase of the Peloponnesian War.”ć Later he even condemns the folly 
and injustice of the Athenian empire, perpetrated by “the forefathers. ”®7 
As in other respects, Isocrates’ On the Peace is atypical and would probably 
have caused Isocrates to be jeered at and removed from the béma. As with 
the invocation of slavishness and of effeminacy, such cases where an orator 
attempts to counter or pre-empt a type of argument show most decisively 
its ubiquity: a skilled orator would only try to preclude an argument that 
he thought was likely to be deployed. 

Sons’ feeling for the forefathers probably involved their feelings towards 
their fathers; thus skillful orators were making use of the rivalry between 
son and father when they demanded that the Athenians live up to their 
ancestors. But in another sense the appeal to live up to the forefathers 
was a profoundly unifying one. It displaced the rivalry between genera- 
tions with a common challenge to match and respect the forefathers. Jost 
points out that in the same way as the family comes together to honor 
its male ancestors at festivals of the dead, so does the whole community 
honor its ancestors during the public burial of the war dead. This was, of 
course, the occasion of the funeral oration, usually laden with descriptions 
of the ancestors and their deeds, both historical and mythical.”° All Athe- 
nian men could be incited to match the forefathers, the fathers common 
to all. 

Orators could address their audience as a group of sons in relation to 
fathers whose prowess and accomplishments they needed to match; they 
could also appeal to the audience as fathers who needed to protect their 


B4 Dem. 14.29-30. 35 See pp. 70-1 on Aeschin. 2.74-5, cf. 2.63. 
86 Tsoc. 8.36-8. See pp. 262-4. 37 Tsoc. 8.79-85. 38 Jost 1936: 249. 
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families." The audience would in fact comprise fathers and sons and some 
men would be both. But ancient sources often make a distinction: a host 
of passages depict the young as hot-headed and belligerent and the old as 
relatively restrained. To take one example, in Thucydides Nicias exhorts 
the old men in the audience not to be afraid of appearing soft if they 
vote to oppose the Sicilian expedition.'*° This implies that the older men 
would naturally be opposed to such an adventure but might be intimidated 
into going along. In several other passages where this tendency is noted, 
Thucydides attributes the belligerence of the young to their lack of expe- 
rience. They did not know what war would be like and accordingly were 
overenthusiastic: “there were also many young men in the Peloponnesos 
and many in Athens who, in their inexperience, took on the war with no 
unwillingness.”'*' Aristotle depicts the young as confident, passionate, and 
brave in contrast to the old.™ Such characteristics are those that would 
conduce to favoring a riskier and more belligerent policy. Indeed, we have 
already seen that war orators try to stimulate these qualities: they foster con- 
fidence, they encourage a passionate touchiness about insults, they insist 
that war is the brave, the manly policy. The advocates of peace may attempt 
to encourage and emphasize the importance of self-restraint, a quality in 
which the old are superior. Thus, Aristotle’s observation of the qualities 
of old and young are at one with the generalizations about the old and 
young’s propensity to oppose or favor war. 

Is this generalization merely an ancient stereotype with little basis in 
reality? In some sense it probably was: I need to repeat here all the caveats I 
attached to the claim that the rich favored peace and the poor favored war. 
Not every young person was more prone to vote for war than every old 
person; some wars must have enjoyed support throughout the citizen body, 
from both young and old; some were rejected by all. Yet, just as with the 
connection of class and warlike propensity, I believe that the generalization 
had a kernel of truth. 

Aristotle's observations about the individual characteristics of young 
and old find some confirmation in studies that reveal that in all cultures 
there has been a greater propensity of younger men relative to women or 
older men to engage in potentially lethal violence.'*’ But if this difference 
in the individual propensity towards violence between young and old is 


39 See below, pp. 138-50. 4° Thuc. 6.13.1 (cf. 6.24.3—4). See also 2.20.2. 

41 Thuc. 2.8.1; See also Thuc. 1.42.1, 72.1, 80.1; 2.20.2; and 8.92.8; Xen. Hell. 7.4.25 and Isoc. 8.12. 
Cf. Chaniotis 2005: 55 on the Hellenistic period. 

Arist. Rh, 2.12.1389a25-30, 2.13.1389b29—33, 2.14.1390b5—6. 

18 Runciman 1998: 736; Daly and Wilson 1988: 146, 168-70. 
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ahistorical, their respective roles in warfare and thus their attitudes towards 
war are not. Although the army mustered by age group in our period, 
service was by no means confined to the young — especially in the most 
important campaigns when the Athenians were trying to field as large an 
army as they could. There is ample evidence of men being killed in battle 
at ages up to sixty. + Demosthenes was about forty-six when he took part 
in the battle of Chaeronea.'*’ Indeed, Jason of Pherae was reported to claim 
that his army of mercenaries was superior in that it did not include soldiers 
“advanced in years and others who have not come to their prime” as did 
the citizen armies of most cities."° A few passages suggest that serving on 
voluntary or smaller expeditions was something that younger men would 
do.'*” But when the assembled Athenian citizen men voted for war, it could 
well turn out to be a matter of courage in a direct sense for both young 
and old. 

The politics of young and old in the Vietnam-era United States was 
dramatically influenced by the fact that only young men were drafted. In 
1965 Phil Ochs could sing to a generation instructed not to trust anyone 
over thirty: “It’s always the old that lead us to the war. | It’s always the 
young to fall.”"** Although scholars have detected an ancient generation 
gap, especially during the Peloponnesian War, its basis was not the greater 
risks of the young in war and hence their commitment to peace.'*? Its basis 
was the rashness and ignorance of the young men that made them eager 
for war. 


CONCLUSION 


In one passage in For the Liberty of the Rhodians Demosthenes mixes appeals 
to all the relationships I have been discussing in this chapter. He recalls 
Argos’ refusal to cooperate with Spartas efforts to support the Thirty: 


Then would it not be discreditable, men of Athens, if when the commons of 
Argos feared not the authority of the Lacedaemonians in the day of their might, 
you, who are Athenians, should fear one who is at once a barbarian and a woman 


144 Hanson 1989: 89-95. 

“45 Isae. 10.20 describes a father and son going on campaign together during the Corinthian War. 

46 Xen. Hell. 6.1.5. 

147 Isae. 2.6 cf. 12; 7.40-1. Theophr. Char. 27.3 has an older man learning military commands from 
his son, which implies that military training was a young man’s business — as the ephebic reforms 
may have made it. See also Pierce 1998: 130. 

Lyrics to Phil Ochs “I aint marching anymore” at www.azlyrics.cc/lyrics/p/phil_ochs/i_aint_ 
marching-anymore/i_aint_marching-anymore.html. Cf. Russell 1951: 127. 

149 Forrest 1975; Strauss 1993a: esp. 1330-78 on Alcibiades; Strauss 1993b: 157. 
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[Artemesia the Persian Satrap]? Indeed, the Argives might have pleaded that they 
had often been defeated by the Lacedaemonians, but you have beaten the King 
again and again, and have never been beaten either by his slaves or by their master 
himself... "° 


Demosthenes challenges the Athenians to live up to their noble ancestors, 
who defeated the Persians. He puts in question the manliness and freedom 
of his audience: Are you not willing to fight a woman? Are you not willing 
to fight a slave (of the king)? 

This passage sums up how the relationships that constituted the Athe- 
nian oékos contributed to a prickliness that could be tapped in the assembly. 
In cases where Athens’ decision about whether to go to war was in doubt, 
the nature of the Athenian family and household gave pro-war orators 
an advantage. Reasons to go to war existed before they were described 
and stimulated by these metaphors, but they were strengthened by the way 
they could be expressed and the persuasive power of that expression derived 
ultimately from the structure of Athenian society. 

The relationships that served as the basis of the arguments we have been 
considering were intimate and emotional ones; the metaphors derived from 
them tend to have more emotional force than intellectual structure. Many 
of them can be paraphrased quite simply: “Don't be a sissy. Vote for war.” 
This is not the whole story of Athenian decision-making. The Athenians 
were not simplistic, emotional warmongers, as their consistent and intel- 
ligent foreign policy in the fourth century attests, and as their influence 
on intellectuals and leaders in a host of cultures and times suggests. Our 
next subject, the right of self-defense among states, is still on the emotional 
and simple end of the spectrum of arguments about war. It does, however, 
provide criteria for discussion about certain situations among states and 
is thus a step closer to more complex and rational ways of thinking that 
derived from less intimate domestic relationships — those between friends 
or litigants — or claimed independence from any domestic analogy — as did 
some calculations of state interest. It is these that give Athenian thought 
its surprising modernity. 
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CHAPTER 6 


Defense and attack 


Two beliefs were fundamental to Athenian moral thinking about war: first, 
starting a war without provocation was unjust and, second, states had a right 
to defend themselves. These judgments seem simple and familiar. When 
we examine the details of what counted as provocation, what it could 
justify, and how the argument for self-defense was deployed the picture 
becomes more complicated and more dependent on its specific historical 
and social context. We will examine condemnations of aggression in a 
variety of contexts, but here I will briefly preview a few of the relevant 
issues. I then turn to the elaborations of the argument for self-defense, the 
main subject of this chapter. 

Despite the condemnation of unprovoked aggression, wars of self- 
defense were not the only type of just war: the Athenians did not believe in 
defensivism, the idea that only defensive wars were justified.’ Indeed, Athe- 
nian morality was offended as easily by staying at peace as by going to war: 
wars of revenge were perfectly just; staying at peace when an ally required 
support was morally indefensible. So one state might invade another’s ter- 
ritory with complete justification. Unprovoked aggression, on the other 
hand, was generally condemned. It would only be a slight exaggeration to 
say that none of the moral argumentation of deliberative oratory makes 
sense without reference to this basic assumption: Why would Athenian ora- 
tors justify a war if war required no justification? Why would they accuse 
rival states of aggression if aggression were not generally condemned? So 
the necessity of making excuses for going to war reveals the moral code by 
which Greek states expected to be judged and, probably, the fear that that 
such judgments might have consequences.” 

Notwithstanding this overwhelming evidence that the Greeks thought 
that wars required justification, two complexities, treated in detail 


1 Dawson 1996: 3. > Karavites 1984: 192; cf. Walzer 1977: 20. 
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elsewhere, bear repeating here.’ First, one strand of Greek thinking, present 
in oratory as well as in celebrated passages in Thucydides, denied the valid- 
ity of moral norms to interstate relations. The fear of the censure that is 
earned by unprovoked aggression plays little part in this Realist viewpoint, 
as we shall see. Second, scholars vary widely in their estimation of the extent 
of the provocation needed for a Greek state to justify war; some argue that 
Greek states went to war often and with little reason — as we have seen.* 

More immediately relevant and problematic are the references to land 
that is, in Aeschines’ formulation, “won by the spear” and thus a legitimate 
possession “by the rule of war.”> This concept may derive from the notion 
that victory in war resulted from superiority and that this superiority 
justified rule. Success in war, as in other aspects of life, could also be 
seen as a sign of divine approval.’ The concept of territory “won by the 
spear” is still perplexing: it was a diplomatic argument and not merely 
an assertion of the fact of possession. If this argument for just ownership 
were a common and compelling one, we might infer that victory in war 
could justify ownership, a might-makes-right notion that would seem to 
supersede the prohibition of aggression — in contrast, the Realist argument 
is that right and wrong do not matter. 

In many cases the argument that land is “won by the spear” is redun- 
dant in one sense or another, so it does not need to bear full weight of 
conviction. For example, most references to “spear-won” territory appear 
in contexts where the justice of the original war is also asserted.* The 
Athenians believed that the results of a just war might include legitimate 
conquests, which is not the same as a blanket approval of all successful wars. 


3 See pp. 154-66 and 240-8 for detailed discussions. 4 Pp. 1-6, 51-2. 

5 Aeschin. 2.33. Similar expressions or sentiments can be found in Xen. Hell. 3.2.23, Cyr. 7-5-73; Isoc. 
4.1773 6.19, 32; [Dem] 12.20-3; Diod. 17.17.2. Chaniotis 2004 uses evidence from the Hellenistic era; 
my argument in this section, based on fourth-century evidence, generally follows his line of reasoning 
(187-90). 

© Hunt 1998: 153-8. 7 E.g. Adkins 1997: 709; Chaniotis 2005: 183. 

8 (1) Xenophon: Xen. Hell. 3.2.23 is a brief reference and gives no indication about the reason for the 
original war; in Xen. Cyr. 7.5.77 Cyrus insists that they hold their possessions justly since they 
“took revenge on those who had plotted against them.” 

(2) Isocrates: Isoc. 6.32 invokes crimes and an oracle of Apollo; that the Greek and Persians should 
possess what they had conquered would have been one possible basis for a fair peace treaty 
(4.177), but Isocrates then insists on an argument from the antiquity of possession (4.178). 

(3) Aeschines: Aeschin. 2.32 rejects Philip’s line of argument and favors one based on the recognition 
of Athens’ right to Amphipolis by a former king of Macedonia. 

(4) “Philip’s Letter”: Philip claims an ancestral and a treaty right to Amphipolis as well as the right 
of conquest ([Dem.] 12.20-3). 

(5) Alexander: despite the suggestion that he claimed Asia as spear-won territory in Diod. 17.17.2, a 
letter, whether genuine or not, from Alexander to Darius reflects sundry Macedonian justifica- 
tions for their invasion of Persia (Arr. Anab. 2.14.4—6; cf. Diod. 16.89.2). 


136 Defense and attack 


Rather it is in line with their view that some offensive wars can be justi- 
fied. That most wars were concluded with a sworn treaty may also help to 
explain “spear-won” territory, because a treaty, witnessed by the gods, gave 
legitimacy to the results of war, including conquests. In the passage with 
which we began this discussion, Aeschines concedes that Philip had won 
Amphipolis from its inhabitants. He then presents an argument for why 
this still did not give him the rights of conquest: Philip had never defeated 
Athens, the rightful owners of Amphipolis, and thus Philip had no rights 
of conquest to Amphipolis vis-a-vis Athens. Aeschines seems to think that 
the Amphipolitans did not gain the right of independence through their 
successful resistance to Athens, perhaps because Athens never conceded 
these in a treaty — and indeed the Peace of Nicias assigned Amphipolis to 
Athens. The Amphipolitans had not had their “spear-won” right to their 
own city confirmed and thus Philip's conquest of Amphipolis could not 
win him a right of conquest that Athens needed to respect. The final and 
decisive consideration, according to Aeschines, was that the Athenian right 
to Amphipolis was confirmed, as far as Macedonia was concerned, in a 
treaty to which a representative to the Macedonian king was a party.’ 

The passage of time, like a sworn treaty, could help to convert a violent 
acquisition into a legitimate possession. This is one of the arguments that 
Isocrates deploys to justify Sparta’s rule over Messenia: 


Then again you are doubtless well aware that possessions, whether private or 
public, when they have remained for a long time in the hands of their owner, are 
by all men acknowledged to be hereditary and incontestable."° 


Indeed, most Greek states other than Athens traced their rights to their 
land back to an original act of conquest in the distant past.” But the aim of 
such genealogies was usually the preservation of the status quo rather than 
the justification of aggression. It remains today a plausible position that a 
few generations of possession outweigh the justice or injustice of a bygone 
war — although the rights and sentiments of a land’s current inhabitants 
are more typically adduced as the basis for such a judgment.” 

The notion of a right by conquest still strikes a discordant note that 
cannot be entirely explained away. We should not, however, place too 
much emphasis on it. References to the right of conquest are extremely rare 
compared with the number of passages that censure unprovoked aggression. 
In particular, Angelos Chaniotis has shown a pervasive distinction between 
mere possession and lawful ownership of land; such a generally accepted 


9 Aeschin. 2.32. 1° Tsoc. 6.26-7. ™ Chaniotis 2004: 195. Walzer 1977: 55-8. 
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contrast implies that violent occupation by itself did not give rights.” The 
notion of a right to land “captured by the spear” is at most an eddy, well 
out of the mainstream of Greek thinking. 

Let us turn now to the elaborations of the well-attested right to self- 
defense. An individual Athenian man was justified and had an obvious 
interest in defending himself from violence. Within his house, if he caught 
a thief at night — not to mention an adulterer — he had the legal right to 
kill him on the spot.’* More generally, an important issue in assault cases 
was who attacked whom and who was merely defending himself?” An 
analogy from or multiplication of this simple situation could be used to 
describe the self-defense of a city-state against an invading army. Hence, a 
state’s right to defend itself was typically assumed throughout the course of 
Greek history — as it is today. Already in Homer, Hector says that “One 
bird sign is best: to fight in defense of our country,” a line still quoted to 
inspire martial enthusiasm in the classical period.” And, in Thucydides, 
the Plataeans on trial for their lives invoked “the rule observed by all, that 
defense against an attacking enemy is lawful.” 

But no oratory was necessary to convince an individual Athenian man 
to defend himself and his home; so too, by the time an enemy had entered 
Attica, speeches about whether to go to war or not were superfluous. That 
Athenians assumed the right of self-defense is still perfectly obvious on the 
state as well as on the individual level. But the fact that deliberative oratory 
was not appropriate or possible when simple self-defense was the issue had 
two important consequences both for the nature of our evidence and for 
the types of appeals that invoked self-defense. The references to self-defense 
in assembly speeches are indirect ones: orators assimilated more complex 
and ambiguous situations to self-defense to capitalize on this unassailable 
right and its associated emotions. Just as modern politicians do, Athenian 
orators tried to expand the right of self-defense to include pre-emptive 
attacks against states that were merely threatening, but who, it could be 
claimed, were going to attack Athens in the future. Usually, in deliberative 
oratory, we find ourselves at two removes from the simple case of individual 
self-defense: a state rather than an individual is involved and that state is 
not, at least in any concrete sense, being attacked. 


3 Chaniotis 2004: 187-90. 14 Carey 1989: 81 on Lys. 1.36. 5 E.g. Lys. 3.8, 12, 153 20.1. 

16 Walzer 1977: 51-73 provides a discussion and justification of the right of self-defense for states. 
Pacifists, stricto sensu, deny the right to use violence even in self-defense: e.g. Struckmeyer 1971/2 
contra Wells 1969: 825. See also Teichman 1986: 26; Collier 1991: 132. 

17 Hom. IL. 12.243; Arist. Rh. 2.21.1395a10-20. Cited also on the eve of World War II by Nestle 1938: 
76. 

18 Thuc. 3.56.2. 
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We find direct appeals to the right of self-defense almost exclusively in 
the pre-battle speeches attributed to generals. When historians represent 
the speeches that generals made before battles, they often include the claim 
that the battle is being fought in self-defense. By these appeals, generals 
aimed to rouse their troops to fight harder, since, as Demosthenes points 
out, “people fight most desperately to defend what they possess.”*° A 
passage from Aeneas Tacticus explains why this makes perfect sense: 


[In contrast to the stakes in an offensive operation,] when it is in defence of the 
fundamentals — shrines and fatherland and parents and children and so on — that 
the risks are to be run, the struggle is not the same, or even similar. A successful 
repulse of the enemy means safety, intimidated opponents, and the unlikelihood 
of attack in the future, whereas a poor showing in the face of the danger leaves no 
hope of salvation.” 


Aeneas takes the fundamentals to be at risk, because the topic of his work 
is How to Survive under Siege. His history gives us a view of Greek warfare 
from the receiving end, the “responsible passive” as David Whitehead puts 
it.” In such cases almost all the citizens of a city may jointly have been in 
something close to the simple situation of self-defense. 

In most cases, and especially when larger cities such as Athens fought 
each other, the situation was considerably more complex than simple self- 
defense. Indeed, occasionally the generals on both sides claim to be fighting 
in defense. Before the battle of Delium, the general Pagondas appealed to 
the Thebans’ national character which made them ready to ward off their 
enemies whether in their own territory or outside it — since they caught 
up with the Athenian army on its way home and already out of Boeotia.” 
Hippocrates, the opposing, Athenian general, had to be equally inventive 
given that the fight took place during the march home of an Athenian 
army of invasion which had just established a fort in Boeotia: nevertheless, 
he argued that defeating the Thebans would save Attica from further 
attacks.” 


DEFENDENDA 


Aeneas’ passage does not simply speak of defense but invokes “fatherland, 
parents, children and so on,” all items commonly invoked to make defense 


9 E.g. Thuc. 5.69.1 of several contingents at Mantinea; Thuc. 7.64.1 to the Athenians at Syracuse. 
2° Dem. 15.10. See also Thuc. 2.39.2. *t Aen. Tact. Poliorcetica Pref. 2. Cf. Thuc. 2.39.2. 
22 Whitehead 1990: 3. 3 Thuc. 4.92.3, 92.7. 24 Thuc. 4.95.2-3. 
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vivid and emotional.” For larger cities such as Athens the necessity of self- 
defense could be abstract on most occasions, so generals tried to make it 
more vivid and powerful. They did this in two basic ways: they claimed that 
emotionally laden symbols of the state and community were at risk; they 
made the attack personal by portraying it as directed against the families 
of every individual soldier. Both of these tactics made self-defense more 
vivid and concrete and were presumably calculated to rouse soldiers to 
fighting fury. In some cases the threat was vivid enough already, but often 
a defeat was likely to result in something like the loss of state autonomy, 
the payment of tribute, the loss of a disputed borderland — or even merely 
the failure of an attack, as we saw in the case of the Athenians at Delium. 
In the classical period defeat rarely resulted in the wholesale violation of 
women or the destruction of temples, both of which the generals portray 
as at stake. 

In modern times, these emotionally charged appeals represent the nadir 
of war oratory. Any war, be its cause just, frivolous, insufficient, or vicious, 
can be portrayed as an intimate assault on the individual soldier and the 
things he holds most dear. The less justified the war, the more pernicious 
this sleight-of-hand appears. The greater the divide between the informed 
and calculating leaders, who made the decision for war, and the draftees, 
who fight, the more do these appeals seem to be deplorable propaganda: 
devised to enrage men whose real role, could they see it clearly, is not to 
defend their homes and hearths, but to fight and die for the benefit of a 
governing elite. In all cases, such rhetoric serves to increase fear and hatred 
of the enemy, who for their part often also believe that they are fighting to 
protect their women and children from outrage. 

This condemnation must be softened when we judge a threat to be 
real and the state concerned to be democratic in its decision-making and 
egalitarian in the imposition of military service. Athenian wars varied in 
their justification, so no generalizations are possible there. The Athenian 
decision-making process excluded foreigners, slaves, and women, but it 
included a large proportion of the fighting men and, in particular, those 
fighters to whom these appeals were addressed.” Athens was not a society 
in which one group of people fought and another made the decisions. 


25 The final part of this list, “and so on,” implies that he could go on. That he does not do so might 
seem dismissive, but the passage seems otherwise anything but ironic. 

26 Metics in the Athenian army might well have had homes (rented) and families in Athens that 
they could imagine protecting, but they did not participate in the democracy. At a naval battle a 
significant proportion of the combatants might be slaves or mercenaries. Whatever one might say 
about their motivations, they were not going to fight to defend their families, homes, tombs, and 
gods. Such men do not seem to be the intended audience of these appeals. 
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These emotional appeals may still be considered propaganda, but they 
were not contrived by an elite to dupe a mass audience.’ I am not sure we 
should reverse entirely the modern condemnation of such appeals; in any 
case, their use repays investigation. In particular, these appeals reveal the 
most basic attachments of the Athenian soldiers. When some American 
soldiers said that they were fighting World War II for “mom and apple 
pie,” they revealed a conception of that war as defensive and of “mom and 
apple pie” as emblematic of what they believed they were defending. So, 
too, when an Athenian general wanted to sum up what was most worth 
defending in a state, he would turn to a limited and conventional set of 
emblematic and emotionally charged items. The identity of these items 
does not reveal so much what Athenians thought about this particular war 
and its justice, but rather what they felt was most important, most worth 
defending, in their lives. 

Many pre-battle speeches include appeals based on simple self-defense. 
Once they are on the point of a battle, soldiers are, to some extent, in a 
situation of self-defense: they must kill or be killed. A long tradition in 
ancient Greece emphasized this aspect of battle and held that the safest 
course is that of brave and disciplined resolution.” These arguments did 
not carry full conviction against the shrewd notion that, for example, 
throwing away one’s shield and running looked even safer.” So generals 
also tended to sum up the communal or family life that the soldiers ought 
to defend even at risk to their own lives. For example, Thucydides describes 
Nicias’ appeals just before the final naval battle of the Sicilian Expedition: 


[S]aying other things as well which men in so great a time of crisis would not 
mention if they were guarding against appearing to speak in platitudes, especially 
references to women and children and ancestral gods, which are brought forward 
in much the same form for every occasion... ”*° 


Thucydides thought that appeals to “women and children and ancestral 
gods” were hackneyed and conventional. There is no reason to doubt 
him: these types of appeals appear in military exhortations from Homer 
onwards.” We also find such lists when an orator wants to make vivid 
the bad faith of those he considered traitors: they have abandoned the 


27 See Carey 2005: 70 on the “horizontal or upward” direction of Athenian propaganda. 

28 Tyrtaeus 11.11-13; Thuc. 4.126.6; Pl. Symp. 221a-c. 

2 In contrast to the argument of Alcibiades in the Symposium — the official line — Socrates in the 
Apology admits that a soldier may easily save his life if he is willing to act disgracefully (Pl. Symp. 
221a—c, Ap. 39a.) 

3° Thuc. 7.69.2. 

3t Hom. Z. 5.485-6; 8.57; 9.593-4 (quoted in Arist. RA. 1.7.1365ar1—15); 15.661-5; 16.265; Tyrtaeus 
12.32—4 (West); Callinus of Ephesis fr. 1 (West); Aesch. Sept. 10-16, Pers. 401-5; Thuc. 6.68.3; Xen. 
Hell. 2.4.17; 7.1.30. 
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fatherland; they have not gone to the aid of the ancestral temples; they 
have abandoned the tombs of the ancestors; they have allowed the land 
to be subject to the enemy.” If we put together the items in these lists, 
we find that they include four interrelated groups: the temples, the land, 
ancestral tombs, and the family. In each case the item was valued in itself 
and hence worth defending; each could be represented as particularly at 
stake in war.” 

The appeal to defend the temples is symptomatic of religion’s contin- 
ued centrality to Greek culture in the classical period.** The rhetorical 
invocation of the gods was particularly effective in this context since they 
possessed a power not subject to envy and some were closely connected 
with the state itself — for example, Athena in Athens. Soldiers in later ages 
would die for the king, but no mere mortal commanded such loyalty in 
democratic Athens; only the gods did. The gods also assisted the commu- 
nity in general and specifically in times of war. To lose one’s temples to 
the enemy was to be cut off from the gods and thus from the possibility 
of divine assistance.” Finally, the defense of temples from plundering or 
desecration was a holy duty owed in return for divine support and this 
duty was taken seriously.*° But, although vengeance for desecration is well 
attested, most Greek states tried not to offend an enemy’s gods — who were, 
to a large extent, their own gods as well.*” For example, Archidamus, the 
Spartan king, provides an example: before he invaded Plataean territory he 
took care publicly to tell the heroes and gods of the Plataeans that he was 
not really an aggressor.’ Nevertheless, the possibility of the destruction of 
temples was one that a general could invoke to rouse a sense of outrage in 
his soldiers. 

The gods lived in their temples, but temples, gods, and heroes were 
themselves located on the land, another common image used to make 
self-defense concrete. As Carol Thomas sums up: 


[W]hat Greek citizen would not fight for the land that not only provided for 
his well-being but even more importantly embodied his gods, his heroes and the 
totality of his past?’ 


The land needed to be defended in war for two reasons: for its practi- 
cal agricultural value and for its religious and symbolic value. Farms were 
subject to ravaging and burning during an invasion, while their inhabitants 


32 Lycurg. Leoc. 8. See also Aeschin. 3.156; Dem. 14.32. 

33 Objects in all these categories were also invoked as witnesses to good or bad actions: Thuc. 3.67.2; 
7.69.2; Dem. 19.267; Aeschin. 3.259; Hyp. Against Demosthenes, fr. 9, col. 39). See pp. 127-8. 

34 E.g. Price 1999: 126-42. 35 Chaniotis 2005: 157. 

36 E.g. Aeschin. 2.107-24; Arr. Anab. 2.14.2-5; Lycurg. Leoc. 81 and Diod. 1.29.3. 

37 Thuc. 4.98.1-2. 38 Thuc. 2.74.2-3. 39 C. Thomas 1979: 38. 
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might retreat behind a city’s walls. The emotional impact of such devasta- 
tion in an agricultural society can hardly be exaggerated: the Acharnians in 
Aristophanes’ play of the same name will brook no peace with the Spartans, 
who have cut down their vineyards; Athenian ephebes swore to defend “the 
wheat, the barley, the vines, the olives, the figs” of their country.*° Agri- 
cultural products were connected with gods of Athens: grain was the gift 
of Demeter that was celebrated at the Eleusinian Mysteries and Athena 
had given Athens the olive. Demosthenes explicitly describes the land as 
the seat of the gods’ worship, when he accuses Aeschines of betraying it.“ 
Thus the land itself is conceived of as “sacred” and worth defending in the 
epitaph for the Greeks who died at Chaeronea, for example. # 

The land was also the seat of the “ancestral” or “paternal” tombs of the 
Athenians. Such family tombs added another level of emotional commit- 
ment to the land and, like the temples of the gods, could also be invoked in 
their own right. The obligations of families to their dead were important 
to the Athenians.** Proper and regular care of tombs, both at polis festivals 
such as the Genesia and on less formal occasions, perhaps even monthly, 
was crucial to the souls of the departed and demonstrated familial piety: 
as a result, one of the questions asked of candidates for office was whether 
they possessed an ancestral tomb and where it was; if they did not, they 
were presumably barred from office.*’ In one lawsuit a childless man was 
said to have adopted a son and heir for the express purpose, among others, 
of ensuring that his grave received the customary visits and rituals.*° Given 
this respect for the family’s dead, the Athenians would be betraying their 
families were they to let their ancestral tombs fall into the enemy’s hands 
and into neglect and possibly worse.*” In addition, once the continuity 
of care of the dead was broken, what could assure an Athenian man that 
he himself would be remembered and that his family would perform the 
necessary rituals for him after he died? 


4° Ar. Ach. 183, 233. Ha no. 109 = RO no. 88. 

4" On the laws protecting Attica’s sacred olives see Carey 1989: 114-15 on Lys. 7. 

# Dem. 19.257. See also [Dem.] 7.40. 8 Anth. Graec. 7.245 (Beckby 1958—65). 

44 Garland 1985: 104. 

4 [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 55.3; Xen. Mem. 2.2.13; Dem. 57.67; Din. 2.17 are cited in Rhodes 1992: 618. 
Aeschines lists shrines and tombs of ancestors as proofs of being native Athenians (2.23; cf. Thuc. 
1.26.3). See also Isae. 2.36 and 4.19 for the importance of proper funeral arrangements and Isoc. 6.65 
for visits to the tomb. 

46 Garland 1985: 104 on Isae. 2.10. 

47 For different threats to ancestral tombs see Isoc. 14.61 (neglect of customary rites at tombs) and 
Isoc. 8.88 (burial of foreign interlopers in the public burial grounds). According to Herodotus, their 
ancestral tombs were the only things for which the Scythians would fight (4.127). Despite other 
contrasts between Scythians and Greeks, this attitude would have been quite comprehensible to 
Herodotus’ Greek audience. 
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So the temples, land, and tombs were important parts of the life of 
Athens. The appeal to protect them would doubtless strike a chord in 
the hearts of its soldiers, regardless of the particular war involved. Before 
we turn to direct appeals for soldiers to fight to protect their families, we 
should note that familial ties figure, albeit indirectly, in the appeals we 
have considered already: the paternal line is most conspicuously brought 
to bear in the exhortation to defend the ancestral or “paternal” tombs. In 
addition, the word for the land that is to be defended is often patria, the 
“fatherland.” This wording suggests the importance of patriarchy to the 
world soldiers fought to defend. Mothers and women were also implicit in 
appeals to defend the land and crops. The goddess of the grain harvest was 
Demeter and the Earth itself was Gé, another female deity. In Aeschylus’ 
Seven against Thebes, Gé is represented as a nurse and a nourishing mother, 
whom the Thebans are bound to defend against the enemy’s invasion.** 
So, in defending the land, crops, tombs, and gods, soldiers were already 
defending their families, an obligation whose explicit invocation we shall 
examine next. 


THE WOMEN 


The emotional impact of these appeals depended on men’s attachment to 
their objects. This attachment could be entirely communal, as in the case of 
the land and temples, or could become more individual, when each soldier 
is urged to think of the tombs of his own family members. References 
to the defense of the home also assimilated a war to a personal conflict. 
Rather than asking the soldiers as a group to defend their country, each is 
individually asked to defend his own home.*? More commonly, generals 
asked the soldiers to fight hard and sacrifice themselves to protect the 
family members who lived in their homes. We find parents and children 
mentioned as requiring defense in battle. Both groups were regarded with 
affection and had strong claims on an Athenian man’s protection. But 
the most interesting, common, and perhaps most powerful familial appeal 
was to protect the women and especially to protect them from sexual 
violation.”° 

As we have seen, Nicias used this exhortation when addressing the 
Athenian navy, which was not, in fact, in Sicily to protect their “wives, 
children, and national gods” — and Thucydides notes that this appeal was 


48 Aesch. Sept. 16-20; cf. Pl. Resp. 3.414d-e. Compare Parnell in Carr 1946: 151: “You would never have 
got young men to sacrifice themselves for so unlucky a country as Ireland, only that they pictured 
her as a woman.” 

49 E.g. Xen. Hell. 2.4.17. 5° Schaps 1982: 196-7. See also Cartledge 1998b: 183. 
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a cliché. Gyllipus, on the other side, is portrayed as insisting that the 
Syracusans fight the Athenians with rage in their hearts because 


[The Athenians] came against our land to enslave it, whereby, if they had succeeded, 
they would have conferred on the men the worst pain, on the children and women 
the greatest disgrace, and on the whole city the most shameful title.” 


So, too, Hyperides gave his Funeral Oration in the context of an ongoing 
war with Macedonia. In it, he twice evokes the threat to all the women of 
Greece from Macedonian /ybris — and affects to believe that this danger 
has been averted.” 

This same theme appears in an episode from Plutarch’s Pelopidas. Before 
the battle of Leuctra, the general Pelopidas told a dream about the Leuctri- 
dae, two girls whose tombs were located on that plain. Although Plutarch’s 
fascinating narrative revolves around opposing attitudes towards human 
sacrifice and the gods’ involvement in war, another aspect of the story is 
relevant here: the Leuctridae were raped by Spartans and they and then 
their father committed suicide — after cursing the Spartan race: “forever 
after prophecies and oracles continually warned the Spartans to beware of 
the vengeance of Leuctra.”” Pelopidas dream and the subsequent sacrifice 
of a filly, “the red-haired maiden” demanded in the dream, assured the 
Thebans of divine support; the connection of the ritual with a story about 
women outraged by Spartans would have added righteous indignation at 
the Spartans, whose outrageous behavior in the past was mirrored or at 
least threatened in their current invasion. 

The appeal to protect the women was probably more common than 
these few examples suggest. In addition to Thucydides’ claim that the 
appeal was conventional, two other sources suggest its ubiquity. In Against 
Aristocrates Demosthenes characterizes wives, concubines, and female rel- 
atives as those “for whose sake we fight our enemies, to save them from 
indignity and licentiousness.”** The pseudo-Demosthenic On the Treaty 
with Alexander contains a passage in which the speaker asks the rhetorical 
question, “What would most rouse your indignation?” He answers himself 
that the imposition of tyranny would be worse than slavery and explains 
why: 


[N]o one would intentionally kill his own servant, but the victims of tyranny may 
be seen executed without trial, as well as outraged in the persons of their wives 
and children.» 


5 Thuc. 7.68.2. See also Thuc. 8.74.3; Dem. 23.55-6. 5 Hyp. 6.20, 36. 
3 Plut. Pel. 20.3-4. 54 Dem. 23.56. 5 [Dem.] 17.3-4. Cf. Thuc. 8.74.3. 
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The efficacy of this common plea depended, first, on the fact that rape 
was a possibility in classical warfare — and featured prominently in Greek 
literature about war — and, second, on the importance to Greek men 
of defending their women and, in particular, guaranteeing their sexual 
inviolability. So, the threat was a real one, if unlikely in most cases, and 
was one Greek men desperately wanted to prevent. 

Even today warfare can involve rape either incidentally or as the result 
of deliberate policy.” In classical Greece there are few specific references to 
wartime rape, but the general expectation that the violation of the women 
would be part of the sack of a city is clear enough. Herodotus tells us that 
some Phocian women were raped by so many Persian soldiers that they 
died.” The sack of Thebes by Alexander provides another case narrated 
by Plutarch.’ Such atrocities became a stereotypical feature of literary 
narratives of the sack of cities. For example, in the Seven against Thebes 
the chorus of women fears this fate, should their defenders fail.’ Until 
Philip, the violent capture of a classical city was an infrequent occurrence, 
but women could also be captured in an unexpected invasion, especially 
by cavalry. Thus, it was important to bring all the women and children — 
and slaves — in from the countryside in the event of an attack.°° 

The possibility of violent rape at the time of capture was compounded 
by the threat of sexual violation in the slavery that might well follow 
capture: a female slave was often sexually available to her master, and 
women captured in war were often enslaved. It may not be an absolute 
rule that, as Lucy Byrne claims, “Being enslaved of course includes being 
raped.” Nevertheless, we find frequent references to women — ranging 
from Chryseis and Briseis in Homer’s Jiad to Alcibiades’ Melian mistress — 
captured in war, whose enslavement involved sex with their masters.°* 

To judge from contemporary historical accounts and deliberative oratory, 
it does not seem that the prospect of raping the women of another city 
and the consequent humiliation of their men figured large as a reason 
for Greek cities to go to war. It must be admitted, however, that such 
deplorable perquisites may occasionally have provided some incentive for 
soldiers or added to war’s attraction for young men in a vague sort of way. 
In the Jad Nestor urges the Achaeans to battle with the plea, “Therefore 


56 See Walzer 1977: 133-7 on Allied mercenaries in Italy; see Gourevitch 1998: 115 on Rwanda. Unfor- 
tunately, these examples could easily be multiplied: Serbian atrocities in Bosnia and Kosovo provide 
infamous recent cases. 

7 Hdt. 8.33. See also the discussion in Schaps 1982: 203-4, which cites Plut. Arat. 31 and Mor. 258d-f. 

58 Plut. Alex. 12. See also Isoc. Ep. 9.10. 5 Byrne 1997: 147 on Aesch. Sept. 333-5. 

6° Dem. 19.86, 125. Cf. Thuc. 2.5.4-5; Xen. Hell. 3.2.26; 6.2.6. 6 Byrne 1997: 145. 

6&2 E.g. Andoc. 4.22-3; Plut. Ale. 16.4-5; Soph. Aj. 485-524; Xen. An. 4.1.12-145 4.3.19. 
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let no man be urgent to take the way homeward until after he has lain in 
bed with the wife of a Trojan . . . ”°? Such appeals were not confined to epic. 
In the Anabasis Xenophon reports that he encouraged the Ten Thousand 
by saying that he was afraid, not of military defeat, but that they would not 
want to return to Greece after becoming acquainted with luxurious living 
and “the tall and beautiful women of the Medes and Persians.”°* Although 
such passages are rare, we cannot rule out the possibility that the association 
of victory in war with sexual conquest was not merely symbolic — this latter 
a point made by several scholars.“ One factor limiting this tendency was 
the Greek ideal of self-restraint, sophrosyné: “The ability to control sexuality 
was praiseworthy, a sign of masculine strength and endurance.”®° In On 
the Crown Demosthenes tries to paint a flattering picture of Athenian 
military performance despite their defeat at Chaeronea. He claims that the 
Thebans paid a great compliment to the Athenians’ self-mastery, sdphrosyné, 
in inviting the Athenian soldiers into their houses among their children 
and women.‘ Athenian restraint in not taking advantage of their hosts 
and allies is as praiseworthy to Demosthenes as their courage and justice. 
This passage shows both the ideal of self-restraint and the usual expectation 
of trouble if a foreign army had access to women and children even of an 
ally. When enemy soldiers invaded, the threat was even greater and could 
be used to make the case for self-defense more vivid and compelling. 

Given this danger, the obligation and desire to defend wives and female 
relatives, and thus the force of this appeal, is not difficult to understand. 
It is nevertheless worth briefly exploring the most important bases for this 
appeal in classical Greece. The cry “defend your women” seems to have 
been triply motivated: it derived from affection and concern, it justified 
male domination as protectors of women, and it was crucial to a man’s 
position of honor among other men. 

Of course, the exhortation to defend your women was effective in part 
for the same reasons as were references to tombs, temples, and land: men’s 
concern about their wives was genuine.°? Despite the asymmetry of gender 
relations and some signs of mutual suspicion or hostility, affective ties 
between husbands and wives were probably strong. A wide variety of male 
sources, beginning with Homer’s portrayal of Hector and Andromache and 


6 Hom. IL 2.354-6; 9.128-9. See Gottschall 2008 for a Darwinian reading of Homer’s world. 

64 Xen. An. 3.2.25. See also Hdt. 9.81.1-2; Hom. JL 9.139-40. 

65 Cartledge 1998a: 56; Chaniotis 2005: 102-4; cf. Rosenberg 1993: 59. 66 A, Cohen 1996: 119. 

67 Dem. 18.215. See also Hyp. Against Diondas 1.1-6 in Carey et al. (2008). 

& Wankel 1976: 989 cites Plut. Phoc. 11 for cities refusing entry to an allied army and Aen. Tact. 
Poliorcetica 12 for precautions, if such a course should be necessary. 

69 Schaps 1982: 197. 
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of Odysseus and Penelope, portray an ideal of marriage based on mutual 
respect and affection. In the classical period, from Aristophanes’ Lysistrata 
to the inscriptions on gravestones, from Euripides’ Alcestis to Xenophon’s 
Oeconomicus, husbands and wives are expected to be vitally concerned 
with each others welfare.”° Although we shall move on to other factors 
that made this appeal potent, we should not ignore simple affection and 
concern for wives, children, or female relatives, who could suffer greatly as 
the result of a defeat. 

Greek marriages were typically contracted between older men, on average 
around thirty, and younger women, from fifteen to twenty.” This age 
disparity contributed to strong paternalistic feelings towards women. Men 
were expected to protect their wives from danger and one way they did this 
was by fighting for their city.’* This strain in Greek thinking is ubiquitous, 
but a couple of examples will reveal its extent and depth. Aristotle felt that 
the masculine role of protector characterized almost all animals: his History 
of Animals states that: 


the male is more courageous than the female, and more sympathetic in the way of 
standing by to help. Even in the case of cephalopods when the cuttlefish is struck 
by the trident the male stands by to help the female; but when the male is struck 
the female runs away.”” 


Socrates in Xenophon’s Memorabilia tells a story about the perquisites of 
guard dogs vis-a-vis livestock to highlight protection as the male function 
that justifies patriarchy among people.”* 

Individually male citizens were supposed to guard the women of their 
oikos; together they were supposed to protect their polis.’ Most reveal- 
ing of the latter obligation was Agesilaus’ frequent boast that no Spartan 
woman had ever even seen the smoke from an invading army — since no 
hostile army had ever invaded Laconia.” Agesilaus may have implied the 
concern the Spartans displayed for their women and that they justly ruled 
their households, as superlative watch-dogs, but he was mainly making a 
competitive statement. The Spartan men surpassed those of other states, 
because their women were never even threatened. 

This leads us to the third reason that Greek men felt that they were 
bound to defend their women: failure to protect women was shameful and 


7° E.g. Dover 1972: 160-1; Leader 1997: 693-4; Pomeroy 1994: 34-7. 

7! See Xen. Oec. 3.13, 7.5 with Pomeroy 1994: 232, 268-9 and Solon 27.9—10 (West 1989). 

72 Cartledge 1981: 88; Gera 1997: 24; Homer Il. 6.490-3, Od. 1.356; Thuc. 3.74.2; Ar. Lys. 520, 626; 
Xen. An. 6.1.5—13; [Pl.] Alc. 1 126e-1272. 

73 Arist. Hist. an. 8.608b16—8. Compare Xen. Oec. 7.20-32. 

74 Xen. Mem. 2.7.10-14. 75 Versnel 1987: 66. 76 Plut. Ages. 31. 
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an injury to a man’s honor. Thus, in Euripides’ Helen, Menelaus argues 
that it would be “unmanly” of him not to try to rescue Helen.”’ In the 
Rhetoric Aristotle generalizes that men become angry with people who 
slight those whom they are supposed to protect, including their wives.” 
For a woman to be raped in war or enslaved and consequently sexually 
available to her master was considerably more than a “slight” and could 
be expected to enrage any Greek man. Within the city rape was seen as 
an outrage, hybris, not only against the victim but also against her male 
relatives.”” B. M. Lavelle sums up the impact of this attitude: “[m]ales were 
required to answer at once and with violence to rehabilitate that honour 
[ofa women whose chastity was threatened or impugned].”*° And, indeed, 
husbands or male relatives could not be charged with murder for killing a 
rapist — or adulterer — if he were caught in the act.® For a general before 
a battle to mention a threat to the sexual integrity of their women was 
an attempt to put the soldiers on notice that their honor was at stake in 
a particularly crucial and intimate way. Whereas in civilian life few men 
could have had the opportunity or reason violently to avenge their honor, 
in war they had weapons in their hands and the enemy soldiers might be 
just a few hundred yards away. Generals invoked the outrage of the women 
in hopes that their soldiers would charge against the enemy with the same 
rage they would feel towards a would-be rapist or adulterer. 

In the assembly, however, these appeals were limited in their usefulness. 
In our whole corpus we do not find a single instance of an orator’s directly 
urging war, preparations for war, or increased effort in war on the ground 
that Athenian women were threatened and thus Athenian honor was at 
stake. The appeal to defend the women was perhaps too unrestrainedly 
emotional or too hackneyed for the assembly's taste. In addition, war and 
its possible consequences were more immediate just before a battle; in 
the assembly the threat to the women of Athens might have seemed too 
remote for a powerful state such as Athens to be a plausible consideration in 
deciding foreign policy. Most crucially, our pro-war speeches typically do 
not urge a last ditch defense but advocate a war that, if only the Athenians 
would do their duty, could be won — and, indeed, could usually be won 
far from Attica.” This optimism was out of harmony with the appeal to 
protect the women from disgrace. 


77 Eur. Hel. 808. 78 Arist. Rh. 2.2.1379b28-9. Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 3.6.1115223. 

79 Fisher 1992: 13. 80 Lavelle 1986: 323. 

8 E, Harris 1990 and D. Cohen 1993. Cf. Pl. Leg. 9.874¢. 

82 Our picture might be different, if we possessed any of the assembly speeches delivered in the few 
days between the battle of Chaeronea and Philip’s offer of peace terms to Athens. 
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Although the direct appeal to defend the women was not possible, 
various indirect arguments depended on men’s feelings that their honor was 
at stake in protecting women. In On the False Embassy Demosthenes takes 
the opportunity to promote his bellicose policy by using a contrast similar 
to those in his pro-war assembly speeches. He contrasts the favorable results 
of supporting Phocis and keeping Philip out of Greece with the disastrous 
results of Aeschines’ machinations and the Peace of Philocrates: 


[W]hen you did your duty, you made it an occasion of services of praise and 
thanksgiving, both at Athens and abroad; but when you had been led astray by 
these men, you brought your wives and children in from the country and ordered 
the festival of Heracles to be held within the walls, in time of peace.” 


Aeschines’ policies endangered both the Athenians’ religion and their 
women. In part this was simply an attack on Aeschines; it is also con- 
sonant with his arguments for a stronger stance against Philip. A threat 
against Athens’ women could be invoked in pro-war oratory — at least when 
the threat was safely in the past. 

Ill-treatment of the women of allied cities also allowed orators to engage 
the emotions of their audience without undercutting the optimism essential 
to their project. In On the Treaty with Alexander the speaker details the 
many ways in which Alexander has broken his peace treaty with Athens. 
One of Alexander's infractions was to establish tyrants who sexually abuse 
children and women." In this case righteous indignation is directed against 
Alexander without implying that Athenian women were not well protected. 

When Philip captured the city of Olynthus, an ally of Athens, the 
surviving inhabitants were sold into slavery. We have already seen that 
the enslavement of Greeks provided Demosthenes with the material for 
a number of oratorical attacks. Some were sharpened by an emphasis on 
the violation of Olynthian women. Formerly free, they were reduced to 
slavery and vulnerable to sexual exploitation. In one place Demosthenes 
described the admirable behavior of Satyrus, a comic poet.” Satyrus con- 
vinced Philip to free and to entrust to him several daughters of a friend, 
who had been enslaved when Olynthus fell. Satyrus sought no gain from 
this, but even undertook to provide these women with dowries since they 
were of marriageable age. This story served as the foil for Demosthenes’ 


83 Dem. 19.86. Cf. Dem. 19.65, 100, 125. 

84 [Dem.] 17.3-4. Cf. This complaint against the Macedonians is also reported in Din. 1.19 and was 
a typical indictment of tyrants or bad governments in general (e.g. Hdt. 3.80; Thuc. 8.74.3; Isoc. 
4.114). 

85 Dem. 19.192-5. 


150 Defense and attack 


account of a drunken party at which Aeschines was present. There an 
Olynthian slave woman, “good looking, yes, but free-born and modest,” 
was ordered by the increasingly drunk company to sing and to lie down 
on the dining couches with them. Unused to such treatment — respectable 
free women did not even attend symposia — and not knowing how to sing, 
she refused. According to Demosthenes, Aeschines and a certain Phryno 
deplored her insubordination and haughtiness and the poor woman was 
stripped and whipped. Aeschines indignantly argued that the story was 
fictitious and claimed that the jury refused even to listen to Demosthenes’ 
lies.” Aeschines himself had earlier referred to the plight of Olynthian 
women in an impassioned plea to fight Philip: he was indignant at seeing 
one of Philip’s mercenaries with thirty slaves, women and children from 
Olynthus in his train.® This speech of Aeschines, whose veracity we have 
no reason to doubt, raised indignation at the enslavement of Greek women 
and children.*? 

In sum, men’s protective feelings and sense of honor could be aroused 
by descriptions of the treatment of allied women in the past to encourage 
a more vigorous war effort. When a war had already broken out, generals 
could invoke a threat to the women to rouse their men, to make the appeal 
to self-defense vivid, and firmly to engage their men’s honor in the struggle. 
But in the assembly, orators were usually not in a situation where they could 
or wanted to portray a dire threat to the women of Athens. They were able 
to enlist protective feelings towards women and consequent anger, but only 
indirectly. 


ANTICIPATING THREATS 


The pre-emptive or anticipatory attack is an obvious extension of the right 
to self-defense: if a state knows of an impending attack, it need not await it 
but has the right to strike first. Thus a prediction of aggression in the future 
can become the basis for action in the present. This type of argument is 


86 Dem. 19.196-8. See also Dem. 19.309 with MacDowell 2000: 340-1. 

87 Aeschin. 2.4-5, 153—8 with Julien and Péréra 1902: 5. The stripping and beating may be Demosthenes’ 
invention; nevertheless, an Athenian abroad, presumably a slave owner himself, could hardly enforce 
a demand that a slave woman from Olynthus not be treated as slave women usually were, that is, 
harshly and with no respect for the modesty central to the honor of a free woman. Good manners 
to a host and loyalty to a former ally — if not humane feelings — would have been in irremediable 
conflict in such situations. 

88 Dem. 19.305-7. Cf. Dem. 19.309. 

89 Philip was the enemy of all Greece (Dem. 19.302); Philip was plotting while Athens slept (Dem. 
19.303). Aeschines read to the Athenians the ephebic oath (see Siewert 1977) and brought up the 
decrees of Miltiades and Themistocles and the battles of Marathon and Salamis (Dem. 19.303, 311). 
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so simple on the individual level and so easily transferred to states that it 
was probably in use even before we first see it in Herodotus.?° Thucydides 
also presents us with a host of examples.” By our period Aristotle’s Rhetoric 
shows that the argument was a standard one.” 

The right to anticipate attack was a centerpiece of Demosthenes’ case 
for war against Philip, one that he developed and deployed with a wide 
variety of embellishments and twists. In the Third Philippic Demosthenes 
lists Philip’s transgressions, but seems aware that these are not really attacks 
on Athens. He assimilates them to direct attacks by a reductio ad absurdum 
analogy with an actual military invasion: 


I assert that when he lays hands on Megara, sets up tyrannies in Euboea, makes 
his way, as now, into Thrace, hatches plots in the Peloponnese, and carries out 
all these operations with his armed force, he is breaking the peace and making 
war upon you — unless you are prepared to say that the men who bring up the 
siege-engines are keeping the peace until they actually bring them to bear on the 
walls. But you will not admit that; for he who makes and devises the means by 
which I may be captured is at war with me, even though he has not yet hurled a 
javelin or shot a bolt.” 


Philip’s actions make an Athenian military response just; not to respond, 
like letting an enemy set up its siege engines outside one’s wall at leisure, 
would also represent a ludicrous neglect of Athenian interests. In particu- 
lar, fighting Philip sooner and further away was more advantageous than 
waiting until he became stronger and then having to defend the homeland: 
“Everybody knows that if we allow him to extend his power he will be more 
formidable when we have to fight him.”’* An evocation of the specter of 
fighting in Attica can also lend vividness to the abstract argument: “and if 
we refuse to fight now in Thrace, we shall perhaps be forced to fight here 
at home...” 

In another passage Demosthenes tries to prove the connection between 
the actions of Philip and his sinister intentions towards Athens. He contrasts 
the prizes to be won by Philip in the north and in southern Greece: 


For no man is so simple as to believe that though Philip covets these wretched 
objects in Thrace — for what else can one call Drongilus and Cabyle and Mastira 
and the other places that he is now occupying and equipping? — and though he 
endure toil and winter storms and deadly peril for the privilege of taking them, 
yet he does not covet the Athenian harbours and dockyards and war-galleys and 


90 


E.g. Hdt. 1.46; 4.118; 7.11, 157. * E.g. Thuc. 1.33.3-4, 44.2, 120.2, 124.2; 6.91.4, 92.5. 
92 Arist. Rh. 1.12.1373a2I-5; 2.20.1393b30—-139 443. 3 Dem. 9.17. Cf. Dem. 1.24. 
94 Dem. 8.50. 95 Dem. 4.50. See also Dem. 1.25-6; 8.18. 
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silver mines and the like sources of wealth, but will allow you to retain them, while 
he winters in that purgatory for the sake of the rye and millet of the Thracian 
store-pits. It is not so, but it is to win these prizes that he devotes his activities to 
all those other objects.° 


This passage flattered Athenian self-regard rather more than it accurately 
represented Philip's strategic thinking, but Demosthenes at least made a 
show of logical argumentation. In other passages Demosthenes simply 
asserted that all of Philip’s wars had the final goal of strengthening him 
against Athens.?” 

In modern just-war theory, a pre-emptive attack is justified only under 
certain stringent conditions.’ These limits serve precisely to prevent the 
types of arguments Demosthenes sometimes made: for example, that any 
gain for Philip was a threat to Athens. In ancient Greece there was no sys- 
tematic theory to curb the abuses of this argument. Nevertheless, the claim 
of anticipation was eminently contestable: speakers already in Herodotus 
and Thucydides counter it and sometimes with success.?’ Isocrates judges 
that the king of Persia made war, “not entirely irrationally,” on Evagoras 
because of the latter's growing power, but since he began hostilities while 
Evagoras was friendly to him, the king was not acting justly.'°° 

It may even be that such an easily abused argument typically evoked 
suspicion. Demosthenes himself, in his earlier speech On the Navy-Boards, 
urges the Athenians not to go to war against the Persian king until it 
is obvious to all the Greeks that the king’s intentions are aggressive; the 
claim that he intended to invade Greece would not carry conviction and 
the other Greeks would not side with Athens.” In the case of the conflict 
with Philip, Demosthenes mentions opponents who claim that Athens is 
the real aggressor. These men cannot have believed that all Philip’s actions 
betokened his imminent hostility to Athens.'°* More telling, Aeschines 
makes fun of the small Thracian cities upon whose conquest by Philip 
Demosthenes put such weight: 


It is he, fellow citizens, who first discovered Serrhium-Teichus and Doriscus and 
Ergisca and Myrtisca and Ganus and Ganias; for before that we did not even know 
the names of these places.’ 


9 Dem. 8.44~-5. In the parallel passage from the Fourth Philippic 15-16, Demosthenes adds the 
flattering “and the place itself and the glory of it” to the attractions of Athens. Cf. [Dem.] 7.16. 

97 Dem. 8.55. 9 Walzer 1977: 74-80. 99 Hdt. 4.119; Thuc. 1.42.2. 

100 Tsoc. 9.5860. 11 Dem. 14.3-7. 

192 Dem. 9.6; 10.17; 18.70. The first passage appears only in the longer version of the Third Philippic; 
see Appendix 1: Speeches and texts. 

103 Aeschin. 3.82 (trans. modified). 
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Aeschines clearly rejected the arguments of Demosthenes that Philip's 
encroachments in Thrace had anything to do with Athens, much less that 
they constituted the prelude to an attack and thus justified self-defense. 


CONCLUSION 


Self-defense is demanded both by self-interest and by morality. Individuals 
do not have to be reminded to defend themselves, but an important strain 
of war rhetoric aims at bringing the simple and strong emotions of an 
individual defending himself to the more complex reality of a state’s war. 
References to defendenda, especially before battles, aim to rouse anger and 
determination and to reduce fear in what has in fact become a situation 
in which one must kill or be killed. Finally, the argument for self-defense 
is applied to cases in which the state has not even been attacked, but an 
orator merely envisions that possibility. This expansion of the argument, 
occasionally of dubious validity, is largely driven by the strength of the 
simple appeal and shows just how uncontestable individual self-defense 
was. 


CHAPTER 7 


Calculations of interest 


Owing to the towering influence of Thucydides, classical Athens enjoys 
an extraordinary reputation for the clear-sighted and openly expressed 
pursuit of advantage in its foreign policy. In particular, Realist scholars and 
students in the discipline of International Relations, preparing others or 
themselves eager someday to serve their own nation’s interests, admire the 
Athenians’ precise and complex calculations of expedience and envy them 
their frankness. Consequently, Thucydides appears on lists of canonical 
Realist texts alongside such twentieth-century classics as Edward Carr, The 
Twenty Years’ Crisis: 1919—1939 and Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International 
Politics.’ A prudent foreign policy, free of self-serving cant and hypocrisy 
and immune to the emotions of anger and hatred, has an obvious appeal. 
And, indeed, a significant strain in Athenian thinking about the relations 
of states did possess these characteristics. Even as we paint a more complete, 
and inevitably more complex, picture of Athenian thinking and even as we 
explore the limitations of using interests as a guide to conduct, we should 
keep in mind two points: first, the attractions of a calculating policy are 
real and significant; second, we would not be studying Athenian thinking 
about foreign policy at all were it not for the Athenians’ attempt, however 
doomed, to subject it to rational calculation; for this, as much as anything 
else, distinguishes their thinking. 

I make four main arguments in this chapter. First, both considerations of 
interest and morality played independent and important roles in Athenian 
decision-making; nevertheless, orators sometimes affected a Realist pose 
in order to debunk the moral claims of their opponents and to present a 
hard-headed persona to a nervous assembly. Second, a shift in the Realist 
strain in Greek thinking between Thucydides and Demosthenes made the 
latter’s Realist arguments more palatable to the average Athenian. Third, 


1 E.g. Eric Gartman, Listmania: The Best of Realist Theory, on Amazon.com contains Carr 1946, Waltz 
1979, and Thucydides. 
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Athenians were used to making relatively complex calculations of interest. 
In particular, Athens aimed to preserve a balance of power among the 
Greek states. This often meant that Realist arguments were in line with 
the long-standing Athenian ideal of helping the weak and the wronged. 
Fourth, determining a state’s interests is not easy. Among other difficulties, 
it requires knowledge of the future. Thus, we find a general tendency for 
orators who stress interest to claim that they can foresee the future and for 
orators who invoke justice to emphasize the way that chance and change 
make such forecasts difficult or impossible. 


JUSTICE AND INTEREST 


In a well-known passage in his Rhetoric Aristotle argues that, while foren- 
sic oratory focuses on justice, deliberative oratory is essentially about 
expediency: 


“The deliberative orator aims at establishing the expediency [to sympheron] or the 
harmfulness of a proposed course of action; if he urges its acceptance, he does so on 
the ground that it will do good; if he urges its rejection, he does so on the ground 
that it will do harm; and all other points, such as whether the proposal is just or 
unjust, honourable or dishonourable, he brings in as subsidiary and relative to this 
main contention... [D]eliberative speakers often make any concession short of 
admitting that they are recommending their hearers to take an inexpedient course 
or not to take an expedient one. The question whether it is unjust for a city to 
enslave its innocent neighbours often does not trouble them at all.”* 


In this passage Aristotle does not merely claim that considerations of inter- 
est are important to Athenian deliberations on foreign policy — the main 
focus of preserved deliberative oratory — but that they are predominant and 
overwhelm moral considerations.’ If Aristotle were right, Athenian orators 
and the assembled citizens to whom they appealed would be adherents of 
the theory of interstate relations known as Realism. 


> Arist. RA. 1.3.1358b21-37 (modified by the deletion of “not,” approved by Grimaldi 1980: 84 ad 
b36); cf. Arist. Pol. 7.1324b33—-7 and [Pl.] Alc. I 113d. On justice in forensic oratory see Arist. Rh. 
1.3.1358b21-29. 

3 Deliberative oratory may treat a variety of topics (see Low 2007: 165) and not just foreign relations. 
Nevertheless, the issues of war and peace, with which we are concerned, are prominent among them 
and Aristotle’s reference to “enslaving the neighbors” suggests that he too was thinking of interstate 
relations. According to Aristotle, deliberative orators must know about five subjects: state revenue, 
the defense of Attica, trade, legislation, and issues of war and peace (Ar. RA. 1.4.1359b19—24); see also 
[Pl.] Adc. I 112b—c and 107d for an even great emphasis on foreign relations in the assembly. 


156 Calculations of interest 


Realism is a tendency rather than a particular philosophical position, but 
there are a few common beliefs at its core.* Realists emphasize how various 
and incompatible the interests of different states can be.’ These conflicts of 
interests often lead to war, since states operate in an anarchic realm. That 
the interstate realm is anarchic does not imply that it is confused or violent — 
though it can be. Rather, Realists point to the lack of any authority above 
states that might enforce rules of conduct or even treaty obligations. States 
have to look out for themselves since there is no higher power for them to 
turn to. Even worse, since a state’s security depends entirely on its power 
relative to that of potential enemies, states are necessarily competitive: the 
growth of a potential enemy's power is ipso facto a security threat.° In such 
a world, due care for their security may force states to act in ways contrary 
to the codes of morality accepted within their societies. 

Realism is often presented as a prescriptive theory for active statesmen, 
a claim which implies that states do not naturally act in their interests. 
Although a common Realist oratorical tactic is to point out that other 
states do not act justly, this claim does not mean that states typically act in 
their interests either; they can go to war, for example, for revenge or out of 
pride; they can fight out of religious or ethnic hatred. Realist calculations 
may act as a check on such behavior. Both in the modern era and in ancient 
Greece much of Realism’s appeal derived from the restraints it placed on 
such irrational hatreds and touchy pride.’ So although Realism admits 
no curb on calculated aggression, adherence to its tenets could prevent 
the many wars fought for other reasons. It is these considerations that led 
Henry Kissinger to wax eloquent in praise of Richelieu’s Realism: “In an age 
still dominated by religious zeal and ideological fanaticism, a dispassionate 
foreign policy free of moral imperatives stood out like a snow-covered alp 
in the desert.”* Accordingly we should not fall into the trap of contrasting 
Realist policies exclusively with those based on an altruistic or a legalistic 
morality. Amorality is not necessarily belligerent. Nor is a value-driven 
policy necessarily pacific. 

The fifth-century historian Thucydides is generally considered the father 
of Realism. The extent to which Thucydides consistently espoused a 
philosophy we could call Realist, rather than merely presenting it, is a 
controversial — and in all likelihood insoluble — question: there are strong 


4 Haslam 2002: 12, 250 identifies a core of Realism, but mainly argues that it includes a “spectrum of 
ideas” (249). See Doyle 1991 and Mearsheimer 2001: 18-22 for two classifications of different strains 
of Realist thought. We have already encountered one claim of “structural realism”: pp. 27-8. 

5 E.g. Carr 1946: 41-62. e E.g. Mearsheimer 2001: 36, 45-6, 52. 

7 Haslam 2002: 30, 251; Konstan 2007: 201. 8 Kissinger 1994: 62. 
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arguments on both sides.? That several main features of modern Real- 
ism are well developed within Thucydides — especially in the speeches — 
is clear. For the investigation of fourth-century war oratory, Thucydides’ 
speeches would be invaluable comparanda, but the historicity of these 
speeches is a vexed question."° Parallels between Thucydides and the late 
fifth-century intellectuals known as Sophists — and Thucydides’ claim that 
his speeches followed the gist of what was actually said — make it likely 
that Realist arguments were in the air and not a unique and original 
creation of Thucydides." Their prominence, ubiquity, and overall consis- 
tency, however, may reflect Thucydides’ own thinking rather than the sorts 
of arguments speakers actually used. Indeed, like Sophistic ideas in general, 
Thucydides’ outlook may have been shocking to many people.'* Conse- 
quently, it is hard either to confirm or to deny with certainty that Realist 
arguments were persuasive or even acceptable in the Athenian assembly in 
the late fifth century. 

In contrast to the Realism expounded in Thucydides, several Athenian 
thinkers tried to subordinate interest to justice. Plato contended that justice 
is always in itself advantageous. Isocrates contended that the goodwill that 
attends on just action always makes justice an advantageous course of action 
for a state.” In his speech On the Navy-Boards Demosthenes follows this 
line of argument: it is in Athens’ interest that its grounds for war against 
the Persian king be manifestly just.'* Such arguments tend to minimize the 
possibility of conflict between interest and justice and, indeed, integrate 
these two factors into one coherent system based on justice. 

It is much more common in the assembly speeches to find exclusively 
neither Realism nor the moralism of Plato or Isocrates, but rather simple 
addition: both justice and interest are important whether or not they are 
related.” On the one hand, every one of our assembly speeches invokes the 
interests of Athens." These references to expediency are often stressed by 


? The following recent works focus on Thucydides’ relation to modern Realism and provide an entrée 
to the scholarship: Doyle 1991; Crane 1998: 61-71; Ober 2001; and Lebow 2001. Eckstein 2006: 
37-78 provides a modern Realist interpretation of classical Greek history. 

See Morrison 2006 for a recent treatment with bibliography. 

Thuc. 1.22.1. J. Finley 1967 and Fritz 1973-4 place Thucydides in the context of Sophistic thought. 

Crane 1998: 100. 3 Romilly 1958. 

14 Dem. 14.3, 41. See also Low 2007: 160-73; Kennedy 1959: 136-7; 1963: 224. 

15 Dem. 5.10; 14.28; 15.28; 16.9, 10; 18.298; 19.132; Aeschin. 2.118; 3.8; [Dem.] 7.46; [Dem.] 17.2, 9, 18, 
30. Appeals to interest and morality are considered in parallel in rhetorical theory with no hint that 
they are mutually exclusive or subordinated one to the other (Arist. RA. 3.17.1417b34-7; [Arist.] RA. 
Al. 1.1422b26-30 and 2.1425a17—-18). 

16 Many references to expedience use a word related to the verb sympheré: Dem. 5.1, 10, 12, 19; 6.7, 12, 
27; 8.1, 3, 16, 69; 9.4, 28, 71, 76; 10.1, 17, 32, 36, 54, 56 (cf. 8.54); 14.1, 3, 6, 28, 32, 36, 4I; 15.13, I5, 18, 34; 
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their placement in either the opening or the closing sections of speeches. 
They are thus marked as pivotal arguments for the policy proposed.” Fur- 
thermore, a number of passages in Demosthenes, Aeschines, and Hyperides 
imply that it is the duty of the orator or ambassador to serve the interest 
of the city. On the other hand, this concern with advantage is not always 
linked to a Realist way of thinking in which interest trumps morality. In 
some cases, moral standards gave little guidance to actions. For example, 
the choice of whether to conclude an alliance with an unaligned city was 
often neither required nor prohibited by moral criteria; it was decided on 
the basis of interest. More significant, in none of the extant speeches does 
an orator concede that he is recommending an unjust course of action. In 
fact, all five of our deliberative orators on occasion claim explicitly that 
their policies are both just and in the city’s interest." 

This mixed approach to interest and justice among states is intellectually 
untidy and, perhaps as a result, tends to be neglected by scholars.*° A 
philosophical consideration of this issue would be beyond the scope of this 
book, but such an approach is, in fact, a popular position in the modern 
world. Its attraction is largely due to the difficulties of basing a foreign 
policy exclusively on interest or on justice. 

On the one hand — as we shall see — the demands of interest provide no 
hard and fast guide for conduct. There are not only profound problems 
involved with defining a state’s interest, but also difficulties in assessing 
long- and short-term interests and in predicting the outcomes of different 
courses of action. These complexities preclude certainty in judgments 
about what is advantageous. Far from having a clear vision of where their 
interests lie, in practice states are faced with a variety of possible courses 
of actions, each of which carries costs, advantages, and different degrees 
of risk.” On the other hand, the moral course of action is often hard to 
discern. For example, when an originally small conflict grows more intense 


16.45, 9, 10, 23, 27-8, 31, 32; [Dem.] 7.1, 23, 46; [Dem.] 17.2, 9, 13, 18, 24, 30. Andocides uses agatha, 
good things, to denote what is advantageous for Athens (3.39—40); cf. Arist. RA. 1.5.1361b37—-1362a11, 
1.6.1362a13—21. Although Dem. 18 and 19 and Aeschin. 2 and 3 are forensic speeches and are thus not 
included in Aristotle’s generalization, their focus on interstate politics ensures that sympherd words 
show up often, 38, 20, 7, and 8 times respectively. 

17 Opening sections: Dem. 5.1; 8.1; 9.4; 10.1; 14.1; [Dem.] 17.2. Closing sections: Dem. 14.415 15.343 

16.32; [Dem.] 7.46; [Dem.] 17.30. 

E.g. Aeschin. 2.183; 3.8; Hyp. Against Diondas 1.21-5; Dem. 5.12; 8.69; 10.17; 18.25, 190, 197, 278, 

309; 19.5, 7-8, 183-4, 203, 302; [Dem.] 7.1; [Dem.] 17.13. 

9 Aeschin. 2.118; Dem. 5.10; 14.3, 41; 16.10; [Dem.] 7.46; [Dem.] 17.18, 30. Andocides lacks such 
compact statements but he emphasizes throughout On the Peace the issues both of justice and of 
Athenian interest, e.g. Andoc. 3.13—16. 

20 See the critique of Kant 1983: 135 section 380. 2 Walzer 1977: 8. 
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as each side reacts to the other, it can be hard to decide which decision 
was the culpable one that caused the resulting war. In addition, different 
moral arguments often conflict: as we have seen, the argument against 
intervention in another state’s affairs often stands in the way of protecting 
human rights or overthrowing a despot.” Such apparent contradictions 
can be decided on the basis of a more finely structured concept of justice, 
but the need to trade off one value against another blunts the edge of moral 
absolutism. The Athenian assembly granted some sway to both interest and 
morality without the implausible, if intellectually appealing, subordination 
of one to the other. 


Realism in the assembly 


Despite this overall tendency to take into account both interest and jus- 
tice, orators sometimes insist on the overwhelming importance of interest, 
distinguish between internal and external morality, note the hypocrisy of 
moral claims in the light of a determining interest, or dismiss grounds for 
action other than expedience. Such passages evince a Realist strain in the 
assembly speeches. Conspicuous among these passages is Demosthenes’ 
synopsis of interstate politics in his speech For the Liberty of the Rhodians. 
Here Demosthenes is trying to persuade the Athenians to provide military 
support to some democratic exiles who wanted to wrest control of Rhodes 
from an oligarchy backed by a garrison installed by the Persian satrap of 
Caria. As we have seen, his main positive argument is that Athens has an 
obligation to assist democrats against oligarchs — as well as an interest in 
doing so. He counters first the objection that supporting the democrats will 
involve Athens in a dangerous war with the Persian king.” Demosthenes 
then debunks the arguments of some Athenians “who are very clever at 
invoking justice against you on the behalf of others.”** It apparently did 
not serve Demosthenes’ agenda to go into the specifics of this invocation of 
justice. His counter-arguments, however, make it clear that his opponents’ 
strongest points were not based on justice in general, but on the terms of 
treaties. The particular treaty obligations they cited could have been either 
guarantees of autonomy made to Rhodes at the end of the Social War or the 
general autonomy clauses of a Common Peace. These arguments provoke 
the following statement: 


In my opinion it is right to restore the Rhodian Democracy; yet even if it were 
not right, I should feel justified in urging you to restore it, when I observe what 


22 See, for example, Walzer 1977: 86—108. 3 Dem. 15.5-13, 23-4. 
24 Dem. 15.25 (my translation). 
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these people are doing. Why so? Because, men of Athens, if every state was bent 
on doing right, it would be disgraceful if we alone refused; but when the others, 
without exception, are preparing the means to do wrong, for us alone to make 
profession of right, without engaging in any enterprise seems to me not love of 
right but want of courage. For I notice that all men have their rights conceded 
to them in proportion to the power at their disposal. I can cite an instance that 
is familiar to you all. The Greeks have two treaties with the King, one made by 
our city and commended by all, and the later one made by the Lacedaemonians, 
which is of course condemned by all; and in these two treaties rights are diversely 
defined. Of private rights within a state, the laws of that state grant an equal and 
impartial share to all, weak and strong alike; but the international rights of Greek 
states are defined by the strong for the weak.”* 


This passage encompasses several central Realist themes. If anything, 
Demosthenes’ exegesis is more comprehensive and systematic than that 
of most of the speakers in Thucydides. He makes a twofold attack on 
interstate justice and specifically on the moral force of treaties. 

To begin with, Demosthenes invokes the absence of morality among 
other states and insists that this would excuse unjust action on Athens’ part: 
“the others, without exception, are preparing the means to do wrong.”*° 
This observation summarizes the examples Demosthenes has laid out in 
the previous section of the speech: Byzantium and the Persian satraps 
have taken over states to which they had no rights contrary to “oaths and 
agreements. ””” This characterization of the interstate world has a practical 
corollary: states must act to protect their own interests and are constrained 
only by their power or lack thereof. 

Demosthenes makes a second and more unusual attack on the moral 
force of treaties. He argues that these very accords are shaped by power 
relations: the Persians granted far more rights to the Athenians in the Peace 
of Callias, when the Athenian empire was powerful, than to the Spartans 
in the King’s Peace, when the Spartans needed Persian aid.” Rather than 
stressing the impotence of treaties, he argues that these treaties themselves 
were products of power.” 

A number of shorter passages echo this emphasis on how power politics 
overwhelms justice among states — though not his explanation of treaty 
rights in terms of power. In his speech For the Megalopolitans Demosthenes 


25 Dem. 15.28-9. Cf. Thuc 6.79.2-3. 26 Dem. 16.6-7 provides a variant on the same argument. 

27 Dem. 15.26-7. 28 See Radicke 1995: 153 on which two treaties are meant. 

2 Demosthenes’ argument is parallel to that of Thrasymachus in Plato’s Republic about laws within 
the state: it is not that the powerful can disobey the laws, rather that the powerful are the ones who 
make the laws and they make them in their own interests (Low 2007: 160-4 on PI. Resp. 1.338c—339a; 


cf. Pl. Grg. 483b-c). 
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argues that if Sparta would be satisfied with Megalopolis, Athens should 
let it be taken regardless of how unjust this action would be.*° In the First 
Philippic he endorses the view he attributes to Philip that, contrary to the 
usual conceptions of justice, “by natural right the property of the absent 
belongs to those who are on the spot, and the property of the careless 
to those who can face toil and danger.” Most interesting, Demosthenes 
argues for a certain policy towards Thrace by telling an anecdote about 
Philocrates, son of Ephialtes. Philocrates had told the Spartans, who were 
trying to offer him guarantees of their good intentions, that 


the only possible assurance would be that they should satisfy him that, if they had 
a mind to injure him, they would not have the power; “for,” he added, “I am quite 
certain that you will always have the mind, and there can be no assurance so long 
as you have the power.”** 


In an anarchic world, security comes from power considerations and power 
considerations alone. 

Such views are not only found in Demosthenes. Aeschines claims that 
Demosthenes betrayed Athens’ interest in the assemblies that led up to the 
Peace of Philocrates: he contrasts Demosthenes’ perfidy with the behavior 
of Philip, who could not be blamed for acting in his own interest.” The 
author of On the Treaty with Alexander claims that at some times oppor- 
tunity is strong and men pursue interest without justice — but he adds 
the claim that justice too is on Athens’ side — a move typical of assembly 
speeches.** 

A Realist interpretation of alliances is also well attested. Rather than 
viewing alliances as analogous to individual friendships or as legalistic 
agreements sanctioned by the gods — a topic to which we shall return’ — 
some Greeks believed that the strength of an alliance depended on the inter- 
ests of the parties involved. Even in pursuit of Athenian assistance against 
Sparta, the Megalopolitans seem to have been reluctant to destroy the steles 
that recorded their alliance with Thebes. Demosthenes represents them as 
arguing that “it is not steles but interest that makes friendship and they 
considered those who aid them to be allies.”*° He also represents Athens 
as bound to aid Messene, if it were attacked, because of treaty obligations. 
But he adds the Realist view that these obligations were inescapable owing 


Dem. 16.8-9; but Sparta will not be satisfied, his argument continues. 

3! Dem. 4.5. Usher 1999: 218 n. 170 cites parallels in Thuc 4.61.5 and elsewhere. 

32 Dem. 23.117. 33. Aeschin. 3.66. 34 [Dem.] 17.9. 35 See pp. 186-92. 

36 Dem. 16.27 (trans. modified). Demosthenes’ reaction to this claim is ambiguous: even if the 
Megalapolitans are right, the Athenians should demand that they destroy their treaty stones. See 
also Xen. Hell. 7.1.2. 
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to Athens’ interest in containing the power of Sparta.” In On the False 
Embassy Demosthenes argues that Athens defended other Greek cities not 
because of their virtue — and despite their previous treatment of Athens as 
we shall see below — but simply because their survival benefited Athens. 
He even refers in disparaging terms to several such cities.** Such a cynical 
view of treaties of alliance was well adapted to fourth-century Greece, a 
world in which — as we shall see — balance-of-power considerations often 
required shifts of alignment even at the expense of treaty obligations and 
the friendships they often formalized. 

The consciousness that moral claims actually covered up self-interested 
motivations, a view prevalent in Thucydides, remained common in fourth- 
century Athens — and remains common among ancient historians today.*” 
Much of Realism’s emotional appeal rides on its claim to discern the true 
motivations behind the public justification of a state’s actions. Thucydides’ 
Athenians put it succinctly: we were “well regarded by you also until 
now, when you calculate your own interests and use the argument about 
justice.”*° In the late-fourth-century text The Alcibiades, Alcibiades is asked 
whether he would advise the Athenians to wage war on states that were 
treating Athens justly. He replies that “[e]ven if someone thought it was 
necessary to wage war on people who were treating us justly, he wouldn't 
admit it.”*" At one point, Demosthenes assumes that the Greeks at large can 
take this unmasking attitude towards professions of justice. He argues that 
Athens should act before Sparta has taken Megalopolis and is threatening 
Messene. If Athens hesitates until Megalopolis is taken, “everyone will see 
clearly that you wish to preserve Messene less for the sake of justice than for 
fear of the Lacedaemonians.”** To return to On the Liberty of the Rhodians, 
Demosthenes explicitly deploys a variant of this typical Realist argument: he 
unmasks the invocation of justice on the part of those who oppose helping 
the Rhodian democrats. According to Demosthenes, his opponents are 
not really concerned for justice. Their arguments merely put a moralizing 
screen on a calculation of interest, a cowardly and apathetic calculation 
quite different from his own. So Demosthenes claims to see through the 
professions of morality and to discern the actual reason behind them. 


37 Dem. 16.9. 38 Dem. 19.75. See also Dem. 8.16; 18.93-5. 

39 E.g. Seager 1974: 63 and Sealey 1993: 159. 

4° Thuc. 1.76 (trans. modified). Cf. Keohane 1986: 162: “...to make the actions of states under- 
standable (despite obfuscatory statements by their spokesmen)”; Blainey 1973: 164: “The façade of 
international morality...” 

4 [PL] Ale. I ro9b—c. Arist. RA. 2.23.1399a31-4 considers this a general human attribute. 

# Dem. 16.9-10. Demosthenes then argues that the Athenians should act justly now to avoid this 
eventual Realist critique of their motives, if they only act later. 
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Many Athenian assembly speeches were full of specious moral claims 
screening — or at least congruent with — calculations of power. Realist, 
debunking arguments provided the needle with which to puncture such 
professions of high-minded morality — and could also function as a curb on 
anger or revenge. While one side in a debate might invoke shame, honor, 
glory, and ancestral traditions, our evidence suggests that Realist attacks on 
these appeals were also an option.*’ Such arguments gave the speaker an 
aura of hard-headed thinking, of perception beyond the surface, and of that 
cleverness in pursuit of advantage admired by Greeks since the Odyssey, if 
not before.*+ Expedience was a pervasive consideration and played a major 
role in Athenian thinking; but the pointed contrast between solid interest 
and specious moral professions, the Realist unmasking, tended to be a 
tactical measure, a useful rebuttal, rather than part of an overall philosophy 
of state relations.” 


A DEVELOPMENT 


A crucial development in Realist thinking may have made it less objec- 
tionable in the fourth century than in the fifth: the distinction between 
amorality between states and morality within a state became more explicit. 
According to most Realists it is only the international arena that is anarchic 
and in which power so dominates morality. In our passage Demosthenes 
states: “Of private rights within a state, the laws of that state grant an 
equal and impartial share to all, weak and strong alike; but the inter- 
national rights of Greek states are defined by the strong for the weak.” 
Demosthenes alludes to this distinction again in On the Chersonese: 


For if Diopithes is acting outrageously in detaining the merchantmen, a note, men 
of Athens, a brief note, could put a stop to all this at once; and there are the laws, 
which direct us to impeach such offenders...” 


He goes on to point out that Athens maintains military forces for use 
against its enemies who “are not amenable to the laws.”*° So within the 
state, laws govern behavior; outside, it is only the force of arms that can 
enforce justice. 

Another instance of this idea, though not an endorsement, appears in 
Demosthenes’ Against Aristocrates. There Demosthenes reports a graphé 


8 E.g. Thuc. 5.11.3. 

44 The persona of the speaker was thought particularly crucial in deliberative oratory (Arist. Rhet. 
2.1.3.1377b). Grant 1965 notes a direct, even blunt, tone to Greek diplomacy that may reflect, 
especially in Thucydides, an effect of Realist criticisms of moralistic pretensions. 

45 Heath 1996: 393. 46 Dem. 8.28-9. See also Dem. 8.32-3 and 10.57. 
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paranomon case: although the defendant’s proposal was manifestly illegal, 
he argued strongly that it was in the state’s interest and he should be 
acquitted. Demosthenes says that this was a “frank, but rather shameless 
argument.”*” The defendant seems to have been arguing that the interstate 
interests of Athens superseded the laws, an argument he could not have 
made for an individual. Here, too, one can infer a distinction between 
the sphere of law and the interstate sphere in which Athens’ interests take 
precedence. 

In his book on Greek Oratory: Tradition and Originality, Stephen Usher 
argues that this distinction between the internal force and external irrele- 
vance of justice is Demosthenes’ original contribution.** With this distinc- 
tion Demosthenes distances himself from the attitude that the domain of 
power is unlimited and derives from human nature, that power dominates 
human relations within as well as between states.*? Peter Green has argued 
that such a view was pervasive in Greek culture.’ For example, in Plato’s 
Gorgias, Callicles argues that “Nature . . . shows that this is what justice has 
been decided to be: that the superior rule the inferior and have a greater 
share than they.” The context makes it clear that this code applies both 
to the rule of governments over citizens and to the rule of some states 
over others. Such ideas about individual morality are found in a variety of 
intellectual contexts.” But they are unlikely to have been as widespread as 
Green claims: for example, the attacks on Sophistic immorality in Aristo- 
phanes’ Clouds attest to their unpopularity with the average Athenian.” 
Such ideas represented baggage Demosthenes was wise to jettison; but was 
this an innovation? 

First of all, Demosthenes’ move was adumbrated in Thucydides where 
Diodotus argues in the Mytilenian dialogue that, “we are not taking them 
to court to get justice but deliberating as to how they might be of use to 
us.” One could infer from Diodotus the distinction between an amoral 
interstate realm and the justice at issue within a state.” In Thucydides those 
who expect states to act according to laws tend to be disappointed, but 


47 Dem. 23.100. Cf. Xen. Hell. 5.2.32 on Spartan policy. 

48 Usher 1999: 214. Cf. Dover 1974: 311-12. 49 Doyle 1991: 171. 

5° Green 1999: 97, 104, 106. See the similar picture of Adkins 1960: 231-40. 

* Pl. Greg. 483d. Cf. Pl. Resp. 1.338c. 

5 Plato may distort his opponents’ views, but other evidence of such critiques exists; see Gibert 2002: 
36-9 for a concise discussion and bibliography on Sophistic critiques of morality in general. 

5 Ar. Nub. esp. 1399-1511. 

54 Thuc. 3.44.4, cf. 1.73.1. The scholia to On the Liberty of the Rhodians mention the Mytilenian 
dialogue (Radicke 1995: 155). 

5 Ste. Croix 1972: 16-28 argues that Thucydides made this distinction, but he admits that neither the 
speeches nor his own statements are as developed as those of Demosthenes (16-17). 
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only in the deplorable breakdowns of internal order — during the plague at 
Athens and the Corcyraean stasis — do relations of individuals within the 
state sink to the level of amorality common among states.’ć So, Thucydides 
at least adumbrates the distinction we see in Demosthenes. 

In On the Peace Isocrates makes the following claim: 


“At that time [when Athens was mobilizing Greece against Spartan rule], then, we 
recognized the principle that it is not just for the stronger to rule over the weaker, 
even as now we recognize it in the nature of the polity which has been established 
amongst ourselves.”*” 


Isocrates argues that it is never just for the strong to rule the weak. He 
opposes himself to those who make a distinction between justice within 
and between states. His opponents seem to maintain that (a) strong 
states should not be hindered by justice from ruling the weak; but that 
(b) the strong should not rule the weak within the state. Presumably 
such arguments as Isocrates opposes were in the air before On the Peace 
(c. 355 BC) and thus before Demosthenes’ For the Liberty of the Rhodians 
(351 BC). 

Aristotle's Rhetoric and Politics provide roughly contemporary parallels 
to Demosthenes distinction.” I began this chapter with a quotation from 
Aristotle's Rhetoric that contrasted deliberative oratory, which turned on 
considerations of expedience, with law-court speeches, which aimed to con- 
vince on the basis of justice.°° Aristotle does not approve of the amorality 
of deliberative oratory, as his example of “enslaving the neighbors” makes 
clear. In his Politics, too, Aristotle objects to the popular perception that a 
different morality obtains between states and within a state.“ In neither of 
these cases does Aristotle endorse the distinction that Demosthenes was to 
make, but both passages do indicate that such a dichotomy was a popular 
one. 

Though there are hints of this distinction in Thucydides, Isocrates, and 
Aristotle, Usher is correct in that Demosthenes’ speech is the first extant 
work to make this distinction explicit and clear. This move, whatever its par- 
ticular origin, was crucial to the continuing appeal of Realism, both in the 


56 Disappointed: e.g. Thuc. 3.53.1; 5.18.4; Plague: Thuc. 2.53; Corcyra: Thuc. 3.82—4. Contrast the 
Athenians’ usual obedience to the laws (Thuc. 2.37.3). 

57 Tsoc. 8.69. 

58 Scholars date On the Peace from 356 to 354: 356 (Laistner 1927: 17), 355 (Cawkwell 1982: 325; 
Weifenberger 2007), 355/4 (Harding 1974: 147). See Radicke 1995: 32-3 for the date of Dem. 15. 

5 Kennedy 1996: 417 gives the outside limits for the dates of the Rhetoric’s composition as 360-334. 
The Politics mentions events as late as 336, the assassination of Philip, so it too provides a roughly 
contemporary parallel rather than an antecedent for Demosthenes’ On the Liberty of the Rhodians. 

6 Arist. RA. 1.3.1358b21-37. % Arist. Pol. 7.1324b30-42; 7.1333b29-39; 7.1334alI-14. 
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fourth century and in modern times. In the fourth century no statesman in 
the popular assembly could associate himself with the excesses of sophistic 
thought caricatured in Aristophanes’ Clouds or attacked by Plato. To sever 
openly and explicitly such connections allowed Demosthenes to appear 
hard-headed, but not immoral and subversive. This explicit dichotomy of 
Demosthenes — and of modern Realists — allows for a realm of to sympheron, 
raison d'état, or realpolitik without arousing the opposition that would be 
provoked by an attack on morality in general. Such a limited sphere of 
amorality did not threaten the deep-rooted and concrete morality within a 
state. To put it bluntly, this brand of Realism denies only the moral claims 
of unknown people a long way away. 


REALIST CALCULATIONS 


The Rhetoric to Alexander sums up the interests of a state: “For a community 
such things as concord, strength for war, wealth, a plentiful supply of 
revenue, and excellence and abundance of allies are expedient.”°* These 
assets are essentially the same components of interest, narrowly defined, 
that modern Realists consider to be the proper goals of foreign policy. How 
such advantages are to be pursued may not be philosophically interesting 
but is difficult and complex in practice. This was particularly the case 
in Greece, where the independent machinations of a dozen or so larger 
cities and smaller cities numbering in the hundreds made for a bewildering 
kaleidoscope of alliances and enmities.°? The civil strife that afflicted many 
cities further complicated this picture. Since different parties within a state 
sometimes pursued opposed foreign policies, changes in government often 
resulted in abrupt changes in foreign policy.°+ This complexity — along with 
the assembly’s high level of interest and experience — made for oratorical 
arguments about power politics that are occasionally more reminiscent of 
the machinations of a Bismarck than of the sound-bite pronouncements 
of a contemporary democracy. As David Hume observed: 


Whoever will read Demosthenes’ oration for the Megalopolitans may see the 
utmost refinements on this principle [the balance of power] that ever entered the 
head of a Venetian or English speculatist. 


62 [Arist.] Rh. Al. 1.1422a12-14. See Dem. 9.40; 10.49-50; 18.234~7 for similar conceptions of what 
things benefit a state. 

6 Cf. Dem. 10.53. 64 See MacMullen 1963 on the effect of civil wars. Cf. Mosley 1974. 

65 David Hume, Of the Balance of Power, cited in Phillipson 1911: 11.105-6. 
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The most extreme examples of this occur when Demosthenes and Aeschines 
accuse each other of complex interstate conspiracies in connection with 
Philip’s entrance into southern Greece as the commander of the Amph- 
ictyons in 339, a topic well explored in Joseph Roisman’s The Rhetoric of 
Conspiracy in Ancient Athens.°° Demosthenes claims that Aeschines was 
bribed by Philip to accuse Amphissa of impiety and to set into motion 
a series of events that would only much later result in Philip’s invitation 
into Greece. This scenario is, in fact, unlikely, but it shows just how cal- 
culating and duplicitous an Athenian audience thought states and leaders 
could be. 

As the Rhetoric to Alexander states, the possession of good allies is one of 
the interests of a state. Accordingly orators emphasize that the “projection” 
of power can attract allies: other cities will join Athens, if the Persian 
king attacks, and they see Athens ready with a thousand cavalry, plentiful 
infantry, and three hundred ships; the presence of a full Athenian levy at 
Eleusis emboldened the partisans of Athens at Thebes after Philip’s capture 
of Elatea. Demosthenes states the general principle: “For indeed alliance 
and respect are willingly offered by all men to those whom they see ready 
and prompt to take action.”®? The converse of this is the risk of inactivity 
or admitting weakness: Demosthenes argues that if Athens fails to come 
to the aid of a threatened city, it risks driving it into the hands of a rival 
power such as Thebes;’° according to the author of On Halonnesus, if the 
Athenians cooperate with Philip in suppressing piracy, they will confess 
that they cannot do this on their own and Philip, set up as a naval power 
himself and free to cruise the seas, will be able to incite revolts among 
Athens’ allies.” 

The principle of strategic interests, even distant ones, was well estab- 
lished. In the Peloponnesian War some Athenians claimed that they were 
pre-empting a Syracusan attack on Athens by their interference in Sicily.” 
With more justice did Demosthenes argue that if the Athenians were ever 
too slow to counter Philip near the Hellespont, they would “never again be 
able to save the situation.””’ Such matters as the need for Phocian control 
of Thermopylae to keep Philip and Thebes from uniting were represented 
as being obvious to all Athenians.”* 

The prevalence of realpolitik at Athens is confirmed by the Athenian 
hopes for the Peace of Philocrates. Amazingly, many Athenians believed that 
Philip, after years of war against Phocis and Athens in league with Thebes, 


66 Roisman 2006: 133-45. 67 Dem. 14.13. 68 Dem. 18.177 reporting his earlier advice. 
6 Dem. 4.6. 7° Dem. 16.31. See also Xen. Hell. 7.4.2, 5.1-2. 7 [Dem.] 7.14-15. 
7 Thuc. 6.18.1, 87.2. 73 Dem. 8.3. 74 Dem. 19.83, 153. 
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was going to throw over his ally in their moment of victory: Phocis was 
going to be saved, Thebes punished, and Athens rewarded.” Calculations of 
interest, that the Thebans were becoming too powerful and arrogant, were 
thought sufficient to motivate this startling reversal. Whether Philip ever 
intended such a reversal, which of course never occurred, is controversial.”° 
I doubt that he did, but the fact that the Athenians believed that he would 
suggests that such complex and amoral calculations were not considered 
implausible in interstate politics — though wishful thinking also played a 
part in this case. 

Some of the most difficult calculations of interest involve a conflict 
between short-term false interests and long-term, true interests. Demos- 
thenes plays upon this dichotomy constantly in his appeals to fight Philip 
more aggressively: it is hard work to raise money, serve in the army, or 
counter Philip in the north, but it will be worse to fight him later.” One 
subset of such arguments depended upon a significant analogy: power is 
like money. In the First Olynthiac Demosthenes warns that the theater of 
war may be transferred from the Chalcidice to Attica: 


Yet if that comes to pass, I am afraid, men of Athens, that just as men who borrow 
money recklessly at high interest enjoy a temporary accommodation only to forfeit 
their estates in the end, so we may find that we have paid a heavy price for our 
indolence...”° 


Conversely, Demosthenes compares the advantages of an Olynthian 
alliance with money.” Moral arguments about foreign affairs often 
depended upon evocations of value-laden relationships within society; in 
contrast, considerations of interest could be expressed in terms of money, 
which the Greeks sometimes conceived of as a solvent of traditional virtues 
and relationships.*° 


THE BALANCE OF POWER 


Realism in the Melian dialogue, and to a lesser extent in Demosthenes’ 
For the Liberty of the Rhodians, was employed to defend aggressive policies. 


75 Dem. 5.9—103 8.64; 9.11; 19.35-8, 41, 44, 62-3, 68; Aeschin. 1.169; 2.119. 

76 Markle 1974 and Ellis 1982 believe that this was in fact Philip’s preferred plan, but I find the counter- 
arguments of Cawkwell 1978a: 108-13; 1978b: 101-4; and Hammond and Griffith 1979: 345 n. 1 
persuasive. 

77 Dem. 6.5, 27; 9.64; 10.24, 46-7. 

78 Dem. 1.15. Demosthenes uses the same analogy to condemn the Peace of Philocrates (Dem. 19.96). 

79 Dem. 1.11. See also Dem. 3.19. Cf. Tuplin 1998: 283-4. 

80 See Kallet 2001: 288, 291; Figueira 1995: 53; and Bakewell 2007 on the relationship of money and 
morality in Greek thinking, but note the caveats of Kroll 2000 on Kurke 1999. 
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But the self-interest that Realism serves can range from self-preservation 
to global conquest; Realism does not dictate whether more aggressive or 
more pacific policies best serve a state’s interest."' For example, Diodotus 
in Thucydides’ Mytilenian debates argues for mercy strictly on the basis of 
Athens’ interests.** 

When does interest tend to recommend unprovoked aggression, as the 
Athenians undertook against Melos?*? When does a more moderate or even 
benevolent self-interest dominate interstate politics? Part of the answer lies 
in factors outside the world of Realist calculations: the internal structure 
of a state may favor or discourage a self-perpetuating cycle of war and 
militarism; states sharing a common culture may feel that justice is appro- 
priate even between independent states; religious hostilities may make war 
the moral choice;** revenge may be an obligation regardless of its cost. 
There exists, however, a purely Realist and external model of why some 
international regimes foster a more aggressive and some a more pacific 
understanding of self-interest. This model and its application to classical 
Greece will be our next topic. 

Aggression can be against a state’s interest in a simple and immediate 
sense. No Realist, indeed no intelligent person, would advise a small and 
weak state to attack a large and powerful one. Even aggression by strong 
states can often be more costly than advantageous. More interesting is 
the coincidence or conflict of the short- and long-term consequences of 
aggression. In some cases, aggression brings future as well as immediate 
advantages: every successful attack brings additional power, which makes a 
state more formidable in the future. This power may simply lie in the 
accession of territory, manpower, or resources. In addition, unaligned states 
may decide to throw in their lot with the winning side. It is often the 
case in international politics that “nothing succeeds like success.” Worse 
yet, nothing fails like failure: even leading states that display weakness 
or a lack of resolve risk their allies, their pre-eminence, and even their 
security. In these situations, the short-term gains of successful aggression 
are compounded by the longer-term momentum of power. 

But some interstate regimes display a different pattern: every act of 
aggression and every gain in power attracts opposition. Unaligned states 
may view a growing power ipso facto as a threat. Aggressive behavior is likely 


81 Keohane 1986: 174. 8 Thuc. 3.44. 

83 See Seaman 1997 against revisionist views that see Melian contributions to Sparta’s war effort as the 
provocation of Athens expedition. 

84 Kissinger 1994: 60-2. 
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to sharpen this perception and lead to states forming alliances against per- 
ceived threats. This latter type of interstate regime has long been described 
as marked by a “balance of power.”* Stephen Walt’s classic The Origins 
of Alliances, whose terminology I shall use, contrasts such a world of 
“balancing” — in his view the more common situation — with that in 
which states “bandwagon” to join a rising power.*° 

This modern theory and terminology provides insight into the Greek 
world of small city-states, however distant in time, size, and culture. For 
the types of calculations Walt systematizes are almost ahistorical. The 
continuity of balance-of-power policies in different areas and times is, in 
fact, so striking that it provides important evidence for the Structural Realist 
claim that the nature of the interstate system, rather than the types of states 
involved, determines international politics.*” If we compare Kissinger’s 
description of the balance of power in seventeenth- to nineteenth-century 
Europe with descriptions and arguments for similar strategies in fourth- 
century Greece, we cannot help but grant that, for all its simplification, 
Structural Realism may explain “a small number of big and important 
things.”* Kissinger states that “When any state threatened to become 
dominant, its neighbors formed a coalition — not in pursuit of a theory of 
international relations but out of pure self-interest to block the ambitions 
of the most powerful.”*? One may compare the formulation of David 
Hume in Of the Balance of Power: 


But whether we ascribe the shifting of sides in all the Grecian republics to jealous 
emulation or cautious politics, the effects were alike, and every prevailing power 
was sure to meet with a confederacy against it, and that often composed of its 
former friends and allies.?° 


Indeed, the application of Walt’s theory runs the risk, not of anachro- 
nism, but rather of merely providing a systematization of what ancient 
historians have long known. Throughout the classical period Athens was 
one of the leading states of Greece. As is typical of powerful states, Athens 
was rarely tempted to align itself with growing threats, that is, to “band- 
wagon.” Athens was either a growing power itself, as in the fifth century, 


85 Haslam 2002: 89-127. 

86 Walt 1987: 17-33. I am indebted to the treatment of Strauss 1991a, which applies these terms to the 
Greek world. Strauss finds more bandwagoning than I do, in part since he is more concerned with 
the fifth than the fourth century (200, 201, 209 n. 37). See also Eckstein 2006: 65-7. 

87 Waltz 1986: 341; see also 13-14. 88 Waltz 1986: 329. 89 Kissinger 1994: 70. 

9° Cited in Phillipson 1911: 11.105. For similar judgments see Seager 1974; Strauss 19914: 197; Bederman 
2001: 35. As our examples and treatment will make clear, the skepticism of Sheehan 1996: 24-9 is 
untenable and consequently so is his supposed disproof of Structural Realism. 
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or a “balancer,” as in our period. Classical cases of balancing behavior are 
not hard to find and the motivation behind them is often quite explicit. 
The Athenians reversed their alliance with Thebes to help the Spartans 
after the latter’s defeat at Leuctra in 371: the Spartan ambassador on this 
occasion is represented as arguing that it was disadvantageous for Athens to 
have an overly strong Thebes as a neighbor.” In his argument for a defen- 
sive alliance with Megalopolis, Demosthenes made a similar argument: 
it is in Athens’ interest that Thebes be weakened without Sparta becom- 
ing too strong.” He repeats this point in Against Aristocrates and adds a 
parallel argument about Thrace: it is to Athens’ advantage that Thrace 
remain divided.” Phillip Harding sums up Athens fourth-century foreign 
policy: Athens pursued a defensive strategy and “adopted a cleverly calcu- 
lating balance-of-power policy” to keep any other state from becoming too 
strong.?* 

Athenian conduct was not only designed to curb the ambitions of other 
leading states; throughout the classical period Athens tried to attract and 
keep allies itself and to prevent its rivals from gaining allies.” Thus, the 
Athenians made foreign policy decisions based on how they expected 
weaker states to act. While strong states typically balance against power — 
and certainly did in the fourth century — the behavior of small states can 
vary. Walt sums up as follows: 


In general, the weaker the state, the more likely it is to bandwagon rather than 
balance... Because weak states can do little to affect the outcome [of a conflict] 
(and may suffer grievously in the process), they must choose the winning side.” 


In the fourth century a number of small states aligned themselves with 
Athens, Thebes, or Macedonia depending on which state’s power was 
ascendant: for example, the growth of Macedonian influence was at the 
cost of Theban power, whose difficulties in the Sacred War rendered it a 
less effective protector of its allies.°” 


* Xen. Hell. 6.5.39. Cf. the argument of Leptines — probably on this occasion (MacDowell 2000: 235) — 
reported in Arist. RA. 3.10.1411a2-3 that “he would not stand by and see Greece deprived of one of 
her eyes.” 

» Dem. 16.4—5. He returns to this point at 23-4. 

% Dem. 23.102 (Thebes and Sparta) and 23.103-17 (the Kingdom of Thrace). 

94 Harding 1995: 108-9; pace Wolpert 2001: 78. Sparta, another leading state, was amenable to the same 
calculations, e.g. Xen. Hell. 5.2.16. See Cartledge 1987: 274-313 on Sparta’s successes and failures as 
a balancer. 

95 For example, Demosthenes fears the possibility that Megalopolis will go back to Thebes for help if 
Athens does not make an alliance with it (Dem. 16.30). 

96 Walt 1987: 29. 97 Kelly 1980: 66-8, 83. 
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Two factors made this tendency of weaker states to bandwagon less 
decisive in the fourth century. First, not all small states did in fact try 
to bandwagon. Even relatively weak neighbors of the rising Macedonian 
power tried to resist it by appealing for Athenian aid: Olynthus, Byzantium, 
and even Perinthus and the tiny Neapolis, for example, all tried to balance 
against Macedonia rather than aligning themselves with it. Second, many 
of these alliances with rising states were designed to “balance” a threat closer 
to home: Messenia, for one, allied itself with Thebes and then Macedonia 
to protect itself from Spartan attack. Even weak states, therefore, sometimes 
tried to balance against power; the stronger states, whose conduct had the 
greatest impact on Athenian calculations, were even more pronounced in 
their predilection for balancing. Demosthenes, for example, argued that 
the allies of Athens and Thebes would help each defend itself, but they 
would not help either city destroy the other; for, in that case, the winner 
would become too powerful. 

States are more likely to balance against a growing power if they see 
it as particularly dangerous.”” This adds a moral dimension to balanc- 
ing. Unprovoked aggression, for example, may spur balancing, because an 
aggressive state is perceived as more threatening. According to Xenophon, 
the Theban general Epaminondas realized before the battle of Mantinea 
that “through his expedition to the Peloponnesus [he] had made himself the 
cause of the union of the Lacedaemonians, the Arcadians, the Achaeans, the 
Eleans, and the Athenians.”'°° His aggressive policies — as well as Theban 
power — had aroused suspicion and opposition. In the Third Philippic 
Demosthenes claimed that no previous leading states had the right of 
unrestricted action that Philip was allowed: 


On the contrary, when you, or rather the Athenians of that day, were thought to 
be showing a want of consideration in dealing with others, all felt it their duty, 
even those who had no grievance against them, to go to war in support of those 
who had been injured... '°! 


Here Demosthenes may have been too pessimistic. Admittedly, Philip’s 
growing power in the north did not by itself induce many Greek states 


98 Dem. 5.16-17. Cf. [Arist.] Rb. Al, 1.1423a5-9: “The Lacedaemonians, when they had conquered the 
Athenians, thought it expedient not to enslave their city; and on another occasion the Athenians 
and Thebans, when it was within their power to depopulate Sparta, thought it expedient to allow 
the Lacedaemonians to survive.” In both cases, the decisions were motivated by a fear of Theban 
power. Cf. Xen. Hell. 6.5.38-9. 

99 Walt 1987: 263-6. 10° Xen. Hell. 7.5.18. 

11 Dem. 9.23-4. Cf. Romilly 1958: 93 on Isocrates’ theory that aggressive states lose eunoia, good will, 
and risk facing a coalition of weaker states. 
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to balance against him before the Peace of Philocrates. But his subsequent 
interventions in the internal politics of the southern Greek states brought 
him little additional power, while making him appear far more threatening. 
This may explain Athens’ success in attracting allies against Philip in the 
late 340s.'°* 

Although its role was complex, Persia too was involved in checking the 
ambitions of powerful Greek states. The Persian king had a vested interest 
in making sure that no one state in Greece became too powerful: such 
a power could threaten his control of the coast of Asia Minor as well as 
island possessions such as Rhodes and Cyprus — as had fifth-century Athens 
and Sparta in the 390s." Although Persia did back the power of leading 
states in Greece — such as Sparta in the first King’s Peace of 387/6 — it 
insisted on city-state autonomy and was willing to change sides to balance 
a threatening power."°? Some Greeks felt — and many affected — outrage 
that Persian intervention made Greece weak. But Persia’s intervention for 
the sake of keeping any state from dominating Greece was of a kind with 
the balance-of-power policies of the Greek cities themselves. Demosthenes 
included Persia in a couple of his balance-of-power arguments: in 354 he 
argued that if Persia attacked and showed itself a real threat, the Greek 
cities would stop fighting among themselves and unite against it.” They 
would balance against a threatening power. Later, he pictured the Persian 
king as likely to balance just like a typical Greek city. He would help 
Athens against Philip since “Philip is much more dangerous to the king if 
he has attacked us first.” Demosthenes was correct that the Persian king 
considered Macedonia to be a threat: the king helped to defend Perinthus 
and Byzantium against Philip. 

Fourth-century Greece increasingly became a world without a dominant 
state — or even a dominant pair of states. Rather, a number of powerful city- 
states competed in wars with each other and as defenders and patrons of 
smaller states. The foreign policy decisions of the leading states, and often 
the weaker ones, were determined by the strategy of balancing. In such a 
system, aggression could easily backfire and leave the aggressor facing more 
and stronger enemies than before. 

The scope and results of this general tendency require nice delineation 
lest we vaguely equate balance-of-power calculations with pacific or even 


102 See Markle 1981; contra Cawkwell 1978a: 131-5. 

193 Strauss 1991a: 191: “Perhaps the canniest player in the game of balancing was Persia.” 

194 See Ryder 1965 and Jehne 1994 on the Common Peace and its guarantee of autonomy (cf. Baltrusch 
1997). 

195 Dem. 14.12. 106 Dem. 10.33, cf. 9.71. See also Hajdú 2002: 270 for more parallels. 
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just policies. First of all, balancing provides a brake and not a prophylactic 
against aggression. For example, after its defeat in the Social War, Athens 
extirpated the population of Sestos and took over the island.'°’ This may 
have contributed to Athens’ troubles in recruiting allies to fight Philip 
in the north — we do not know — but this calculation did not stop the 
Athenians. 

The history of the fourth century shows clearly that balancing does not 
make for a more peaceful world. Indeed, balancing often requires states to 
enter wars they would not have otherwise entered. It does tend, however, 
to make wars less decisive. Such inconclusive wars raise the expectation of 
repeated interaction and, thus, are often fought at a lower level of ferocity 
than wars that are expected to be decisive. Indeed, until the advent of 
Philip, the wars of the fourth century never reached the level of intensity 
and brutality that characterized the Peloponnesian War. 

Balancing is intrinsically no more moral than it is peaceful. In particular, 
the need to balance does not allow for a moral choice of allies or for 
much emphasis on loyalty to friends." For example, given Athens’ policy 
of balancing against Thebes after the battle of Leuctra, its alliance with 
Phocis in the Sacred War was predictable. Phocis’ later use of temple funds 
to finance a mercenary army was embarrassing to Athens, but Athens 
remained an ally nevertheless. More commonly, balancing required a switch 
of alliance. Such a switch, often without a real ground of complaint, was 
contrary to the strongly held ideal of loyalty to friends, which we examine 
in the next chapter. In all these ways, balancing behavior, while providing 
a brake on some would-be imperialist aggressors, was neither a particularly 
moral nor a pacific way to conduct foreign policy. 

The most important effect of balancing by Greek states may be the 
simplest: for several centuries no one state was able to unite Greece. Of 
the many consequences of this fact, two are particularly important for 
this study. First, the fact that the Greek states were culturally similar, but 
politically distinct, led them to think about different states as peers and 
subject to the same moral standards and, perhaps, even laws. Second, the 
history of the Greek city-states leaves the impression of incessant fighting; 
in part, that is a consequence of the fact that no one state succeeded in 
conquering and thus pacifying the others, one of the most common ways 
that local warfare ceases in an area. This failure was, to some extent, a result 
of the prevalence of balancing. 


17 Diod. 16.34.3. ie Cf. Howard 2000: 23-4. See Axelrod 1984: 12-16, 20-1, 58, 77: 
109 Haslam 2002: 99. 
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A brief discussion of the conduct of states in Thucydides will provide a 
foil for the mid fourth century and will show how different calculations of 
interest emerge out of different interstate regimes. In general, the world of 
the late fifth century was more marked by bandwagoning than by balancing. 
Accordingly, it fostered the particularly nasty calculations of Thucydidean 
Realism. 

The prevalence of bandwagoning is manifest in the political geography 
of the fifth century. Walt generalizes about the different patterns of alliances 
that result from balancing and bandwagoning: “When proximate threats 
[the most important type of threat to balance against] trigger a balanc- 
ing response, alliance networks that resemble checkerboards are the likely 
result... when a threat from a proximate power leads to bandwagoning, 
the familiar phenomena of a sphere of influence is created.”"'° In the fifth 
century Sparta’s allies were concentrated in the Peloponnese. Athens’ allies 
were islands and coastal cities and particularly those beyond the reach of 
Sparta’s land army: its sphere of influence was based on its naval dominance 
of the Aegean. Such a pattern was the result of bandwagoning strategies, 
as each state allied itself with, rather than against, power. 

One of the key factors that can encourage bandwagoning is the absence 
of allies with whom to balance." In the fifth century Spartas dominance of 
land warfare and Athens’ naval supremacy gave smaller states few options. 
For an Aegean Island, the choice was accommodation with Athens or 
unsupported revolt. Such an island did not have the option of balancing 
against Athens by allying with another state with a powerful navy. As a 
handful of rebellious islands discovered to their cost, no other state could 
contest Athenian naval dominance. Even more obviously, small Pelopon- 
nesian states could hardly expect the Athenian navy to protect them from 
the Spartan army. 

In contrast, by the age of Demosthenes, no city enjoyed uncontested land 
superiority. Although Athens’ navy was usually stronger than that of any 
other state, the resurgence of piracy and the outcome of the Social War made 
its decline obvious. In part as a result of this, the fourth century’s geography 
of alliance was strikingly different. The Spartans were ringed about by 
hostile Megalopolitans and Messenians. Athens was the ally of Phocis and 
enemy of Thebes in another “checkerboard” pattern. The Athenian League 
was still based on its naval dominance and included mainly coastal cities 
and islands. The protections of the Decree of Aristoteles and the outcome 
of the Social War drastically limited Athens’ power over its allies. Rather, 
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by the time of Demosthenes, its allies were motivated mainly by the need 
to balance local threats — for example, their inland neighbors — rather than 
being attracted or intimidated by Athens’ attenuated and circumscribed 
power. ™ 

The calculations of interest in Thucydides reflect the earlier interstate 
regime with which he and his speakers were familiar. His speakers often 
express a fear of growing power, but rarely the possibility that it may be 
limited by balancing. According to Thucydides, Sparta was forced into war 
by the fear of growing Athenian power.’ On the other side, Athens feared 
that Corinthian aggression would win over Corcyra and its navy.'* These 
and other key decisions came out of a belief in the momentum of power 
rather than an attempt to balance. 

Sparta refused arbitration — and later regretted this — out of an exag- 
gerated concern for its ally Corinth." As Walt argues, “When statesmen 
fear bandwagoning, they fear the cascading effects that even a single defec- 
tion might produce. In such circumstances, patrons are willing to invest 
large sums to prevent the loss of even a minor ally.”"° Corinth was hardly 
a minor ally, so Spartas concern is more than understandable. Athens’ 
attack on Melos provides a more striking example of a policy predicated 
on bandwagoning behavior. According to Thucydides’ account, the Athe- 
nian ambassadors argued that Athens needed to subjugate Melos to make 
their superior power manifest to their subject allies."” This would keep 
them from revolting. Although the Melians warned that states would turn 
against a more threatening Athens, such reasoning was ruled out by the 
Athenians, who clearly believed that power, however threatening, attracts 
adherence rather than opposition."® 

In the fourth century a different distribution of power led to a situation 
in which the short-term and long-term advantages of aggression were at 
odds. Adherence to a “balance of power” policy is intrinsically amoral; it 
can, however, be an “important corrective to the idea that unenlightened 
short-term interest should irrevocably hold sway.”' Not only did the 
tendency to balance put the occasional brake on the ambitions of the 
powerful, but — as with all these ambiguities of calculated interest — by 


™ One would not want to rule out protection from local threats as an incentive for membership in 
the fifth-century empire. See Anderson and Dix 2004. 

™ Thuc. 1.23.6, 118.2-3. "4 Thuc. 1.44. 

"5 For example, Thuc. 1.86 mentions Sparta's allies four times. See Thuc. 7.18.2 for Spartan regrets. 

u6 Walt 1987: 45. "7 Thuc. 5.95-7. 

u8 Thuc. 5.98—9; some cities in Sicily, where distance attenuated the power of Athens, seem to have 
been balancers (Thuc. 7.15.1). 
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clouding the dictates of interest, it allowed more scope in foreign policy 
for moral considerations. 

In the early modern period the Balance of Power came to have a moral 
tone: it was according to natural law that states aligned themselves to pre- 
vent another state from acquiring dominance. The metaphor of an actual 
physical balance added to this aura of naturalness that made the Balance 
of Power the subject of approbation for several centuries — in contrast the 
concept of raison d'état was controversial from its inception.'*° In Athens 
the interested calculations to prevent another state’s dominance were not 
valorized in themselves. Rather, fighting against dominating powers and 
“bringing succor to the weak” represented important ideals in Athenian 
foreign policy; Athens’ record of taking such stands was a source of great 
patriotic pride. This ideal is prominent in tragedy, in funeral orations, as 
well as in deliberative oratory.'** At least four factors help us understand 
the origins and continued strength of this tradition. Let us begin with the 
more charitable explanations. 

The first explanation is a historical one.'** Athenian experience in the 
fifth and fourth centuries included dramatic cases of succor received and 
given. The Athenians themselves had been refugees during the invasion of 
Xerxes. Many of them were again driven from their homes, if not their city, 
during the Peloponnesian War. Athens had offered sanctuary to refugees 
such as the Messenians after the Ithome revolt as well as to the Plataeans 
and the Samians after the Peloponnesian League’s capture of those cities. 
The hospitality shown at Argos and Thebes to the exiles from the Thirty 
was long remembered in the fourth century, during which the Athenians 
received Theban exiles and Plataean refugees again as well as Olynthians 
and Phocians. The consciousness of benefits given and received was, as it 
were, the sand which the oyster of a creative patriotic discourse turned into 
the pearl of this important ideal. 

Such an explanation helps us understand the continued vitality and 
relevance of “aiding the weak and wronged.” But the elaboration of myths 
about Athenian aid to suppliants seems to have preceded these historical 
events. Most conspicuously, the cult of Heracles’ family, who were the most 
prominent mythic beneficiaries of Athenian succor, predates all these events 
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bya half-century. We must look earlier for a full explanation of this ideal. It 
may have had its origins in the internal colonization of Attica, a movement 
of settlers into the countryside that would have favored ideologies praising 
the generous treatment of newcomers to rural communities. So there may 
have been another older source for the tradition of helping the weak. 

Two Realist explanations lead to similar results. The first will be treated 
in detail in the next chapter: to aid the weak was to put them under 
an obligation and gave an excuse for activist, if not imperialist, foreign 
policies. Such a motivation for aiding the weak did not disappear, but 
it was perhaps more important to the powerful and confident Athens of 
the fifth and early fourth centuries than to the Athens of the mid fourth 
century, whose foreign policy was driven more by a fear of than a taste for 
power. 

Second, and most pertinent here, helping the weak against the strong 
was often congruent with calculations aimed at maintaining a balance of 
power: the strong were potential threats; the weak were their usual victims. 
Was “helping the weak” merely a cover for calculations of interest?” An 
examination of Demosthenes’ oratory is revealing. The theme of assist- 
ing the weak against the attacks of the strong was a cornerstone of his 
deliberative oratory throughout his preserved speeches, from the For the 
Megalopolitans in 353/2 to On the Crown in 330. In the former, Demos- 
thenes seems to be arguing not for an ideal, but strictly for a prudential 
policy: “I have said what I consider expedient for you; and I urge you not 
to abandon the Megalopolitans, and absolutely never to sacrifice the weak 
to the strong.”’** In Against Aristocrates Demosthenes again argues that it 
is in the interest of Athens that neither Thebes nor Sparta be too strong.’ 
It is in On the False Embassy that Demosthenes is most explicit in his Real- 
ism: “It wasn’t because of their virtue that you saved the Spartans at one 
time, or those damn Euboeans, or many other people; it was because their 
preservation was in the interest of Athens, as is the case with the Phocians 
now. 126 

Such a calculating approach would seem to undercut the well-attested 
patriotic narrative that the Athenian rescues first of Thebes and then of 
Sparta were motivated by disinterested nobility. Demosthenes, however, is 


123 Cf. Eckstein 2000: 876-7. 

24 Dem. 16.32 (trans modified). Cf. Kissinger 1994: 98: “the fixed principle of British foreign policy, 
whether acknowledged or not, was its role as protector of the balance of power, which in general 
meant supporting the weaker against the stronger.” 

125 Dem. 23.102-3. Demosthenes’ main argument is that such a balance of power and mutual suspicion 
in Thrace benefits Athenian settlers in the Chersonese. 
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not consistent. In the Second Olynthiac, for example, Demosthenes presents 
the altruistic interpretation of Athenian policy. He argues that the Atheni- 
ans need to live up to their state’s former actions: 


[you] lavished your treasure and jeopardized . . . [your] lives in the field that others 
might enjoy their rights... I am surprised that you, who have so often saved the 
other states, both all of them together and each separately in turn, should sit down 
under the loss of what is your own.” 


Demosthenes denies Athenian imperialism in On the Chersonese: 


For nature has not equipped you to seek aggrandizement and secure empire, but 
you are clever at thwarting another's designs and wresting from him his gains, and 
quick to confound the plots of the ambitious and to vindicate the freedom of all 
mankind.” 


In On the Crown Demosthenes argues that this tradition also took priority 
over the other great motivation of Greek states, the standard of reciprocity. 
He claims that the Athenians help states in need if they have not benefited, 
and have even injured, Athens in the past: 


“[Y]ou keep your resentment for proper occasions, but if ever their life or their 
liberty is endangered, you will not indulge your rancour or take your wrongs into 
account.”!*? 


Conversely, he excoriates Aeschines — and he repeats the argument in the 
clear expectation that it would carry some weight — on the grounds that 
Aeschines proposed that Athens should not help any state that had not 
helped Athens first.'°° Later, Demosthenes justified Athens’ failed policy of 
opposition to Philip on these grounds: Demosthenes would have deserved 
death if he had sought to “tarnish Athens’ honourable traditions” of helping 
those in distress.’ He adds the words: 


But if it was right that some one should intervene, on whom did the duty fall, if 
not on the Athenian democracy? That then was my policy. I saw a man enslaving 
all mankind, and I stood in his way. I never ceased warning you and admonishing 
you to surrender nothing.” 


Although Athens’ interests demanded a policy of seeking allies among 
Philip’s victims, and thus a policy of helping the weak, Demosthenes 
sometimes argued for this policy in elevated and moral terms. 

Such an inconsistent group of professed motives for the same type of 
conduct may seem ripe for Realist unmasking: Athens’ true and interested 
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motives were sometimes frankly stated and on other occasions palliated 
with high-flown rhetoric. It is hard to deny that some of Demosthenes’ 
claims are specious, but two considerations suggest a more moderate and 
nuanced conclusion. First, Athenian policy was not determined by Demos- 
thenes or by any powerful body other than the assembly. There was no 
powerful official or group of officials who might decide on a policy for one 
set of real reasons and then try to justify it to public opinion on other, 
more moral, grounds. Rather, whatever arguments convinced the sovereign 
assembly have every claim to be considered the true reason for policy. And 
the argument from Athens’ noble traditions was apparently as potent as 
was that from the need to balance against power. Second, if one believes, 
as I do, that Philip’s Macedonia was irremediably aggressive and, in reality, 
a threat to the independence of all Greek states and not just to Athenian 
interests, one might concede that Athens’ interests in maintaining its power 
and autonomy in the Greek world and its ideal of fighting for freedom 
were closely aligned in this period.™* 

In some interstate systems the policy of helping the weak and those 
unjustly attacked can amount to suicide: Athens’ allies helped it to attack 
Melos; nobody came to Thebes’ aid when it was destroyed by Alexander. 
But Greece of the mid fourth century was not such a world until after 
Chaeronea. The ideal of helping the weak and vindicating freedom could 
thrive in such a world. So, Athens did not try to appease Philip but backed 
a succession of smaller victims of his aggression to its eventual — but not 
inevitable — cost.” 


PREDICTION 


The calculation of interest, then, can involve the evaluation and comparison 
of long-term versus immediate interests, strategic goals, and bandwagoning 
versus balance-of-power strategies. It begins to seem less and less a solid 
and simple basis for policy. In addition, knowing a state’s interest involves 
predicting the future, a difficult task. For a speaker arguing from interest, 
the obscurity of the future presented an oratorical challenge: making their 
prognostications carry conviction. Conversely, orators trying to minimize 
the significance of an apparent interest or to argue a just course of action 
tended to emphasize the impossibility of prediction and the importance of 
luck. These are only general tendencies, but they are important ones. 


33 Compare Lendon 2000: 2 on the mix of motives for Spartan wars. 
34 Kennedy 1959; Harding’s 1979 on Cawkwell 1978a; Sealey 1993 summarized at 219. 
35 Harding 1995: 124. 
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In his Rhetoric Aristotle treats the problem of predicting the future in 
deliberative oratory. He distinguishes the types of oratory according to the 
time period they address: deliberative oratory has to do with the unknown 
future and is accordingly the more difficult than forensic oratory.”® We 
have noted already that Aristotle believed that considerations of expedience 
predominated in deliberative oratory. This is consonant with his concern 
with understanding the future; for the expedient is only known insofar 
as the future is predictable. In contrast, determining the just course does 
not necessarily require prediction: for example, a state should not make an 
unprovoked attack and should help friends and retaliate against enemies. 
Such values may conflict with each other, but moral decisions do not 
necessarily involve the problem of predicting the future.'*” 

Orators who wanted to emphasize a state’s interest as the basis for 
action often had to make forecasts of the future and to confirm them 
with appeals to their expertise or to historical precedents. Thucydides, 
with his focus on expedience, considered the ability to see the future to be 
crucial for a statesman. He praised the foresight of both Themistocles and 
Pericles.” Demosthenes occasionally needed to do the same for himself. 
This was particularly true when he was arguing against the moral sense 
of the Athenians and thus had to present considerations of interest as 
decisive: in On the Peace he details three cases where his predictions about 
the future were correct.'*? This long section was clearly important to his 
argument that the Athenians should ignore their grievances, consult their 
interests, and not go to war at that juncture. In other cases he contrasts, 
either implicitly or directly, his insight with the failure of other people to 
see what is going to happen — and shows that this enabled him to advise 
Athens well about its interests.'*° 

Another way to predict the future is to consider cases from the past.'*! 
This strategy was ubiquitous, but a couple of examples should suffice. 
Andocides explicitly and at length uses Athens’ past treaties with Sparta as 
a guide to what future treaties will bring — and thus to show that the one 
under consideration would be advantageous." Demosthenes argues that 
Philip will not admit that he is at war with Athens, just as he concealed 
his enmity from the Pheraeans and Olynthians — and thus the Athenians 
would be foolish to take him at his word.'*’ 


B6 Arist. Rh. 1.3.1358b13—-15, 3.17.1418a22—4. 87 See Kant 1983: 127 (Perpetual Peace 370). 

38 Thuc. 1.138.3; 2.65.5, 65-13. 39 Dem. 5.4-12. 4° Dem 6.19, 32-3; 9.29; 19.31. 

4" Arist. RA. 2.20.1394a6—8. See pp. 66-71. 142 Andoc. 3.2; cf. Andoc. 3.32. 

18 Dem. 8.57-9. In the Third Philippic Demosthenes adds Phocis and Oreos to the list of places Philip 
has taken while professing peaceful intentions (9.10-12). 
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The opposite emphasis, that on the difficulty of predicting the future, 
was also a common motif in foreign policy deliberations. It appears in a 
number of Thucydidean speeches, typically those recommending restraint 
or peace.** An important effect of luck is to undermine calculations of 
interest. In the Second Olynthiac Demosthenes concedes the good for- 
tune of Philip, but argues that Athens’ is better, if only the Athenians do 
their duty. In On the Chersonese Demosthenes explicitly admits the large 
part played by luck in the outcome of events.“° This invocation of luck 
ends up bolstering his argument for resistance to Philip. Unpredictability 
was invoked to blur the superiority of Philip’s power; by weakening the 
argument from apparent interest, Demosthenes tries to make his moral 
argument, that from Athens’ tradition of defending freedom, decisive.'*” 

In Thucydides and Demosthenes the argument from the uncertain 
future typically undermined Realist considerations. But it could favor either 
war or peace. In Thucydides, apparent interest could be invoked in favor of 
Sparta and Athens’ recourse to war in a bipolar world, but the problem of 
prediction made the advisability of such policies less clear-cut. In the mid 
fourth century apparent interest dictated that Athens yield to the superior 
military strength of Philip. The unpredictability of the future again made 
the advisability of this policy less clear. Demosthenes took advantage of this 
to make room for an intransigent attitude towards Macedonian power: an 
unforeseeable future helped to undermine the preponderance of manifest, 
present power as a determinant of action.'** 


CONCLUSION 


The arguments of Demosthenes’ On the Crown will provide us with a 
conclusion. The perspective of this speech is different from that of delib- 
erative war oratory: here Demosthenes was defending a failed policy rather 
than advocating a future course of action. Prognostication was no longer 
needed to determine Athens’ interest, which seems manifestly to have 
been ill served by Demosthenes’ policies. Nevertheless, Demosthenes not 
only maintained but elaborated on his expertise in understanding events: 
this was one of the points of his brilliant description of the assembly 
after the fall of Elatea.4? Nor did he give up the claim that he served the 


144 E.g. Thuc. 1.42.2, 78.1-3; 4.17.4-53 5.104. See, for example, Edmunds 1975. 

™ Dem. 2.22. 46 Dem. 8.68-9. 147 Dem. 2.24. 

48 I hope to explore elsewhere three passages that explicitly invoke the uncertainty of the future as 
grounds for moral behavior (Hdt. 1.86; Thuc. 5.90; Dem. 15.212). 

49 Dem. 18.172-3. See above pp. 1-13. 
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interests of Athens:'°° his reforms ensured that the funding for the navy was 
raised fairly and expeditiously; he provided Athens with strong allies." 
In particular, he defended the alliance with Thebes with a counterfactual 
argument: given Athens’ defeat and its consequences, how much worse 
would it have been had the war been conducted in Attica and without 
Theban assistance." 

These palliatives, however, do not represent the main thrust of his 
argument. Rather he claimed that despite his expertise, patriotism, and 
what we might call due care, there are limits to the calculations of interests. 
The outcome of wars cannot be predicted."* Fortune and the will of the 
gods are obscure and may be against one side. In this context Demosthenes 
invoked the superiority of moral to interest claims with his famous paradox: 
even if we knew what was going to happen, we owed it to our traditions of 
helping the weak and fighting for freedom to oppose Philip. This claim was 
possible because Athens did possess such a tradition. But in Demosthenes’ 
presentation, the nobility of this tradition and of his policy derives from 
the perfection of the Realism he sets them against: he argues against a 
Realism with the benefit of accurate knowledge of the future: 


Suppose that the future had been revealed to all of us, that every one had known 
what would happen, and that you, Aeschines, had predicted and protested, and 
shouted and stormed — though in fact you never opened your mouth — even then 
the city could not have departed from that policy, if she had any regard for honour, 
or for our ancestors, or for the days that are to come.” 


We have seen that these national traditions did not develop in opposition to 
calculations of interest, but mainly in harmony with them. Demosthenes’ 
contrast between Athens’ interest in not being defeated and its ideals here 
finds two explanations. First, a national tradition has a certain momentum, 
for good or for ill. After several generations, during which a politic concern 
for the weak and for freedom dominated Athenian interstate thinking, such 
a concern could make itself felt even in the most impolitic of decisions. 
Second, the national tradition of vindicating liberty grew in part to justify 
what was usually an advantageous long-term strategy, balancing against 
power or threat: it was not a strategy advantageous in every case, and it was 
certainly risky in the case of Philip’s overwhelming might. 

One can understand the force of some moral arguments in Athe- 
nian foreign policy by pointing out that they are often compatible with 
150 
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13 Dem. 18.195; cf. 230. Hyperides presents a similar argument in Against Diondas 5.15-19. 
154 Dem. 18.192-3. 155 Dem. 18.199. Yunis 2000: esp. 102, 109. 
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external advantage and by noting that systems of thought have inertia. 
These considerations do not fully explain the invocation of justice in Athe- 
nian assembly speeches. We need to examine in more detail the effect of 
the domestic analogy most central to how Athenians thought about inter- 
state relations, the ideal of reciprocity between states, and about its moral 
entailments. It will turn out that, just as Realist calculations provide no 
absolute criteria for foreign policy, so, conversely, these moral rules of state 
conduct are entangled in the web of interest. 


CHAPTER 8 


Reciprocity 


When Demosthenes, in On the Liberty of the Rhodians, distinguished 
between the equal justice within Athens and the anarchy and amoral- 
ity among states, he distanced himself from those engaged in critiques of 
all morality. His argument also implied a rejection of another way of con- 
ceiving of internal and interstate relations: they might both be subject to 
the same moral code. This equivalence is usually due to the application of 
individual morality to the interaction of states. A central part of the moral 
code that the Athenians applied to the actions of states was the ideal of 
reciprocity. 

Reciprocity requires that people or states requite the treatment they 
have received.' The requital can be of favors or gifts (positive reciprocity) 
or of injuries (negative reciprocity, retaliation). Although we shall see sig- 
nificant differences between the roots and consequences of the two types 
of reciprocity, both require requital for past actions.* The use of identical 
vocabulary for paying back favors and injuries confirms the unity of the 
Greek concept of reciprocity.’ 

The obligation to pay back good and bad was strong, but was not 
enforced by law.* So, the requirement of requital was on a different plane 
from the obligation to pay war taxes or not to murder. Its enforcement was 
not dependent on a central state power. Rather a person’s sense of honor, 
closely linked to his reputation in the community, required reciprocity.’ It 
was shameful rather than illegal either to abandon a friend or to allow an 
injury to remain unavenged. 

Reciprocity was so important to Greek ethics that one common under- 
standing of justice included no more than the injunction to give to “each 


1 Van Wees 1998b: 20 defines reciprocity as “exchange conceptualized as the performance and requital 
of gratuitous actions.” 

2 Gehrke 1987: 131-2; van Wees 1998b: 20. 3 Gehrke 1987: 133. 

4 See [Arist.] Rb. AL 1.1421b37—-1422a2; van Wees 1998b: 19. 

5 Gehrke 1987: 128; Lendon 2000: 5—11. 
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what is owed to him,” that is, to return good to friends and bad to 
enemies.° The ideal of friendship in the classical period emphasized mutual 
assistance.’ Vengeance, too, was often seen as an obligation. We shall see 
that in the fourth century classical Athens was no longer a “gift economy,” 
in which positive reciprocity dominated market exchange. Nor was it a 
feuding society, in which the lack of recourse to law required a touchy 
sense of honor and consequent violent retaliation for injuries and insults. 
Nevertheless, currents in Athenian thinking that originated in such soci- 
eties persisted and were still strong in the classical period. The obligation to 
requite good and evil was applied to states with important consequences." 

This chapter treats five main topics: reciprocity’s role in friendship and 
alliance between states; the way that the obligation to repay favors could 
confirm hierarchies among states; the need for states to avenge their wrongs 
even when this was against their interests; conversely, the strategic advan- 
tages of reciprocity; finally, the mixture of calculating and emotional con- 
siderations in confirming the obligation to reciprocate. 


FRIENDSHIP AND ALLIANCE 


Individuals were morally obliged to help their friends and especially those 
in distress: a friend said of the metic Callias that since he “is not only a friend 
of mine but was one of my father’s so long as he lived... I felt it would 
be disgraceful not to support Callias’ case so far as my ability permits.”? 
States were also supposed to repay favors done to them. In one passage 
Demosthenes complains that a law to rescind tax exemptions benefactors 
of Athens would require the city to insult the king of the Bosporus, whose 
generosity to Athens has been immense: this measure would “make the state 
less trustworthy than an individual.”'° More typically, positive reciprocity 
among states consisted of the exchange of military aid and played a large role 


© Pl. Resp. 1.331e-332b, 334b. Of particular significance for deliberative oratory is the statement in 
[Arist.], Rh. Al. 1.1422a28-b1. Demosthenes uses adikein, to act unjustly, to describe a failure to pay 
back a good turn (Dem. 16.17). See Dover 1974: 180-4; Blundell 1989: 26-59; Mitchell 1996: 11; D. 
Cohen 1995: 66. 

7 Konstan 1998: 280. 

8 Anna Missiou 1998a: 188-9 argues that the Athenians in the classical period uniquely rejected “the 
demand of reciprocation” as “not in the interest of their new constitution.” They conferred benefits 
“freely without asking for a return” (199). Reciprocal generosity was an “element of diplomatic 
rhetoric” used by kings and oligarchs but “was incompatible with democracy” (196). We do find 
disavowal of reciprocity, e.g. Dem. 18.99; 19.16, 306-7, but in the fifth century this argument seems 
to neglect the importance of Athens’ justification of empire on the basis of having liberated the 
Ionian Coast and the islanders (e.g. Thuc. 1.75; 5.89). In our period we will find plenty of appeals to 
the ideal of reciprocity in Athenian assembly speeches. 

9 Lys. 5.1 (trans. modified) with Mitchell 1996: 13-14. See also Konstan 1998: 280. 10 Dem. 20.36. 
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in the system of alliances in which almost all Greek states were enmeshed." 
Such alliances were especially crucial to smaller cities, who might otherwise 
have been prey to their neighbors but, in fact, usually maintained their 
independence: the Rhetoric to Alexander begins its description of possible 
motivations for alliance with the statement that alliances are necessary 
“when one party is too weak by itself...”'* For stronger cities, such as 
Athens, one of the main purposes of maintaining a military force was 
to aid their allies — the possession of whom was an important source of 
power.” 

The bonds of alliance between cities were complex. We have already 
encountered oratorical passages that evince a Realist understanding of 
treaties of alliance: the view that the strength of an alliance depends only 
on the common interests of the two states. This was not the usual under- 
standing of alliances. More common was the notion of alliance as binding 
states to act even against their immediate self-interest: this is why alliances 
were sanctified by oaths to the gods and were imbued with the special 
moral obligations associated with friendship. Two important bodies of 
evidence portray the bonds between states in different ways: oratory and 
history frequently mention the gratitude expected in requital of voluntary 
beneficence; the texts of treaties of alliance, however, describe mandatory 
obligations between states. This distinction is important. Reciprocity as 
I have defined it — and as it was practiced, for example, by the Homeric 
heroes — was what Gouldner has termed “personalized” reciprocity, a type 
of reciprocity which can best be understood in terms of its contrast with 
“formalized” obligations, which are “precisely defined and inescapable.” 

The relations of Greek states probably started off closely modeled on 
the personalized reciprocity of archaic aristocrats through whose foreign 
connections nascent city-states first communicated. Early treaties may have 
done nothing more than publicize a vaguely defined friendship between 
cities: what is probably the earliest surviving Greek treaty, the sixth-century 
pact between the Sybarites and their allies and the Serdaioi, merely specifies 
eternal and guileless friendship.” In contrast, the alliance between Elis and 


* In Thucydides, the Corcyraeans are considered unusual, or even unique, for not having alliances — 
and perhaps not even commercial treaties with other Greek states (Thuc. 1.32.4, 37.2-5). 

12 [Arist.] RA. AL 2.1424b29-33. 3 E.g. Dem. 14.11. 

14 Van Wees 1998b: 16 summarizing Gouldner, who contrasts “formalized” and “personalized” reci- 
procity. I accept the arguments of van Wees 1998b: 18 and have adopted his narrower definition 
of reciprocity above. Thus, I contrast “formalized” obligations and reciprocity — the latter equiv- 
alent to Gouldner’s “personalized” reciprocity. Other taxonomies exist, e.g. a dichotomy between 
“generalized” and “balanced” reciprocity (Allen 2000: 62-3). 

15 Meiggs and Lewis 1988: no. 10. 
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Heraea — whose date within the sixth century is disputed and could be as 
late as 500 — already requires each city to stand by the other especially in 
case of war; it also imposes a fine to be paid to Zeus Olympios in the event 
of a failure to do so."® 

The language of friendship could still be used in formal diplomacy in 
the classical period either by itself or in conjunction with specific terms.'” 
But most classical treaties were quite precise in their stipulations: they 
suggest “formalized” obligations rather than the give-and-take of Greek 
friends. A treaty of 395 is typical: it asserts that “if anyone comes against 
the Athenians for the purpose of making war either by land or by sea, the 
Boeotians shall give assistance with all their strength, in whatever way is 
requested by the Athenians, to the best of their ability” and vice versa." 
Some treaties even specified the details of the cities’ aid to each other: the 
leadership of their forces, the responsibility for feeding and paying troops, 
and the division of plunder.’? These terms are “formalized” obligations, 
specific and mandatory. 

When Athens, having sworn to aid another city in the event of an attack, 
lived up to its obligation, can we really say that it was conferring a favor? 
The “personalized” ideals of individual reciprocity do not at first seem to 
apply to Greek allies. But to exclude aid to allies from the sphere of positive 
reciprocity would severely narrow its scope; for, most of the, time cities 
were formally allied with those they aided in war.*° 

Further reflection shows that formal alliances did not limit the realm of 
reciprocity quite that much. First and most obvious, negative reciprocity 
consists of revenge for harm done to one and was rarely, if ever, a formal 
obligation. Second, one may grant that a sworn alliance could be seen as 
binding, sanctioned by the invocation of the gods and by the imprecations 
that often accompanied its confirmation.*' Nevertheless, a variety of dodges 
made the adherence to an alliance a voluntary undertaking: to follow even 
a sworn ally in injustice was morally dubious;** oaths might come in 
conflict with each other; religious scruples might prevent adherence to a 


i Meiggs and Lewis 1988: no. 17 (Bengtson 1962: no. 110). See also Mitchell 1997: 22-3 on the language 
of friendship in Greek treaties. Cf. Karavites 1984: 189-91. 

17 Philochorus in Didymus, On Demosthenes, col. 8.18-20 in Harding 2006: 70-1; Ha no. 117. 

8 7Gii? 14, trans. Ha no. 14 = RO no. 6. Compare the almost identical formulations of ZG ii? 34 = RO 
no. 20 (384/3 Bc); JG ii* 43= RO no. 22 (378/7 Bc); IG ii* 97 (c. 375-371 BC); IG ii? 16 = RO 
no. 44 (361/0 BC). 

) E.g. leadership (Thuc. 5.47.7; Xen. Hell. 7.1.1-14; Aeschin. 3.145), paying the troops (Thuc. 5.47.6; 
Aeschin. 3.143), and plunder (Hdt. 6.23; Bengtson 1962: no. 147 B6). On the division of plunder see 
also the discussion in Pritchett 1971-91: v.363-75. 

°° Athens came to the aid of Sparta before making a treaty with it (Xen. Hell. 6.5.49, 7.1-1-14). 

>! See pp. 222-34. 22 Thuc. 6.79.1; Andoc. 3.24—6; Dem. 16.6-8. 
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treaty obligation; states might not be capable of assisting their allies. For 
example, with its attenuated resources after the Social War, Athens was 
simply not able to send out expeditions to save every ally it had solemnly 
promised to protect. There was enough leeway to make support of an 
ally a voluntary act in practice. Third, even a precise and legalistic Greek 
could admit gratitude for the voluntary decision to make an alliance, if not 
for the mandatory fulfilling of it; most would not make the distinction. 
Overshadowing all this was the fact that when it came to an ally’s aid, a city 
ran great risks, even if it did not suffer casualties, in order to save the lives, 
families, property, and liberty of an ally. Given the gravity of the exchange 
and the frailty of oaths, the formality of treaty obligations still left plenty 
of scope for gratitude.” 

Consequently, the two ways of viewing alliances coexisted. The bonds of 
alliance could be portrayed as a pseudo-legal obligation confirmed by oaths 
to the gods or as part of reciprocal friendship. These two perspectives were 
often combined when treaties of alliance were invested with the additional 
moral content of friendship. It can be hard to tell which conception was 
foremost in a speaker’s or author’s mind. In many cases, it is not worthwhile 
to try to disentangle the two, especially since they were generally aligned. 

A story from Xenophon’s Hellenica, finished in the 350s, illustrates the 
moral texture of Greek alliances.** In it Xenophon portrays the Corinthians 
as exemplary allies and friends to Sparta. When hard pressed by Thebes in 
366, the Corinthians wanted to make peace. They first asked and received 
the permission of their ally, Sparta. But Thebes then insisted on Corinth’s 
contracting an alliance with them as the price of peace. The Corinthians 
refused, since such an alliance “would not be peace, but just a change of 
war’: they would have had to fight along with Thebes against their old 
ally Sparta, which remained at war with Thebes. In admiration of the 
Corinthians’ loyalty, the Thebans dropped their demand. When making 
their request to be allowed to consult with Sparta, the Corinthians were 
abiding by their treaty obligations to their allies in the Peloponnesian 
League. Alliances often contained a clause that hostilities against a third 
party could only be ended jointly; that is, no one state could make a 
separate peace treaty.” Since treaties were confirmed by oaths to the gods, 


23 We might compare the honors for soldiers who die in combat: most states treat with honor and 
gratitude soldiers who die in battle, regardless of whether they were drafted or had volunteered. Cf. 
Winter 1995: 98. 

24 Xen. Hell. 7.4.6-10. 

25 E.g. Meiggs and Lewis 1988: no. 42; Tod 1946-8: no. 111; IG ii* 97; IG ii? 116 = RO no. 44. Cf. Xen. 
Hell. 7.4.7-10, 4.40. Thuc. 5.23.1-2, 47.4. 


190 Reciprocity 


the Corinthians could even have pleaded a religious necessity to consult 
Sparta. When the Corinthians address the Spartans they refer to themselves 
as friends of the Spartans.*® This wording stresses the mutual and long- 
standing bonds between the two cities and Corinthian regret at having to 
be relieved of their treaty obligations. The whole passage is redolent of 
loyalty and the Corinthians imply that their friendly feelings will continue 
even after their alliance is dissolved: “For if we are saved, we might perhaps 
make ourselves useful to you again at some future time. . . ”?7 Finally, the 
Thebans admire the Corinthians’ reluctance to fight a benefactor. They 
esteem their honorable conduct according to the code of reciprocity: they 
have received favors and recognize their obligation to repay them — or, at 
least, not to fight against the Spartans.”® 

These complex bonds to allies were strong and often played a pivotal 
role in the wars of the city-states. Examples of the obligation to help, 
and not to hurt, benefactors are common in the historians.*? Passages in 
Demosthenes provide ample evidence confirming the prominence of this 
value in popular thinking.*° 

This ethic has important consequences for understanding Athens’ war 
against Philip in the north Aegean coast. Some scholars criticize the strategy 
of Demosthenes’ First Philippic and his Olynthiacs, that Athens should 
fight Philip in the north.” The tactical merits of Demosthenes’ policy are 
disputed, but modern references to “Athenian interests” in the Thraceward 
region ignore a moral imperative. Not only had Athens sent cleruchies 
to cities such as Pydna and Potidaea that fell to Philip, but it had long 
been allied with several other victims of Philip.** Athens was bound by the 
potent combination of sworn treaties and reciprocity to defend its allies.’ 
The Athenians had sworn to the gods to come to these allies’ aid “both by 
land and by sea, with all (their) strength to the best of (their) ability.”** Not 
only their adherence to oaths but also their reputation for good faith were 


>6 Xen. Hell. 7.4.8: philoi. 27 Xen. Hell. 7.4.8. 

28 Sparta seems to have been considered a benefactor, evergetés, insofar as it was the senior member of 
a long-standing alliance, rather than on the basis of some particular benefaction (Xen. Hell. 7.4.10). 
Nevertheless, the Corinthians claim friendship with no mark of hierarchy — they come as philoi 
(Xen. Hell. 7.4.8). 

2 E.g. Thuc. 1.40.5-41.1, 42.1; Xen. Hell. 3.5.8; 4.1.32-33 5.2.2-3; 6.2; 8.4. Cf. Ar. Rh. 2.23.1398aI-3. 

3° Dem. 5.53 15.3; 16.19. In contrast, Isoc. 8.97 and Dem. 9.34 condemn making war against an ally as 
an act of utter depravity. 

3! E.g. Cawkwell 1978a: 82: “The great First Philippic was greatly wrong-headed.” See Leopold 1987 
for bibliography and a defense of Demosthenes’ strategy. 

Cargill 1981: 179-80. 

33 Buckler 1996: 92 n. 10 cites Bengtson 1962: no. 309 (IG ii/iii* 127 = RO no. 53); no. 312 (IG ii? 128); 

no. 317; and no. 323 as well as ZG ii? 114, ii” 130 for Athenian allies defeated or captured by Philip. 

4 Ha no. 35, lines 50-2 = RO no. 22. 
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on the line. Hence Demosthenes repeatedly condemns Athenian lethargy 
and insists on their obligation to save their allies from Philip.” Although he 
often adds prudential considerations, the moral imperative not to abandon 
allies is often clear. In one case Demosthenes invoked not only the shame 
of abandoning friends, but the duties implied by treaties: 


Has not your enemy already captured all our strongholds, and if he becomes master 
of Chalcidice, shall we not be overwhelmed with dishonour? Are not those states 
actually at war which we so readily engaged in that event to protect? 


The allies, whom Athens eventually failed to save, included the Olyn- 
thians, a recent ally, as well as a couple of small cities on the Thracian 
and Macedonian coast, long-standing members of the Athenian league.*” 
Neapolis, for example, had probably joined the Athenian League in order 
to secure protection from its Thracian neighbors. It had been a friend of 
Athens for generations and had been publicly honored for its conspicuous 
loyalty during the Peloponnesian War.** Neapolis did not leave the Athe- 
nian League after the Social War, so Athens was formally obliged to defend 
its old friend against Philip.” To do so was apparently too great a chal- 
lenge: the circumstances and precise date of Philip’s capture of Neapolis 
are unknown. 

Even after Philip took these cities — and most notoriously razed 
Olynthus and enslaved its surviving inhabitants — Athens tried to do its best 
by the refugees and the enslaved — and to punish Olynthus’ betrayers.*° 
Nevertheless, the conventional treaty prohibition against making a separate 
peace lapsed — since Olynthus no longer existed — and Athens eventually 
began to contemplate peace with Philip. In central Greece, Phocis was an 
important Athenian ally.“ Phocis was generally considered guilty of sacri- 
lege and regarded with implacable enmity by Philip and his allies. Athens 
finally agreed to make an ambiguous peace treaty with Philip that did 
not explicitly include the Phocians. It may be that the instability of the 
Phocian leadership encouraged Athens to make peace with Philip without 
Phocis’ participation. Or the desire for peace may simply have outweighed 
loyalty to an ally.** Certainly the Phocians’ use of the Delphic treasures 


35 Dem. 4.23-5, 45; 10.6. 36 Dem. 3.16. Cf. Dem. 1.12; 3.2; Thuc. 1.82.1. 

37 Maroneia is the other clear-cut case (Cargill 1981: 181). 

38 IG P 101= Fornara 1983: no. 156. Cargill 1981: 95 argues that there was no evidence that Neapolis 
ever defected from the league contra Bengtson 1962: 286-8 n. 312, who thinks we posses a new treaty 
of alliance from 355. 

39 IG ii? 43, lines 46-51 in Cargill 1981: 20-1. 4° Dem. 19.267. See pp. 116-17. 

# Aeschin. 3.118; Dem. 19.61-2. 

4 See Ryder 2000: 58-70. Buckler 2000 is inconsistent. On the one hand, he justifies Athens’ decision 
to make peace alone: “Phalaikos’ rebuff of Proxenos and Athenian military aid justified them in 
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to pay their mercenaries had ended up making Athens’ alliance with them 
an embarrassing one. The upshot, however, cast an immediate pall on the 
resulting Peace of Philocrates and helps to explain Demosthenes’ prosecu- 
tion of Aeschines.*? After Philip made peace with Athens, he was able to 
move south and finish off the Sacred War by subjugating and punishing 
Phocis. Athens had broken its faith with Phocis by making a separate peace 
with Philip and failing to come to its assistance. The Athenians had not 
given the “friendship, alliance, support,” they owed to Phocis.** 

As we have seen, legalistic obligations were often backed by a less pre- 
cisely defined, but strong, bond of mutual benefit. In particular, Athens 
owed an important debt of gratitude to their ally Phocis. At the end of 
the Peloponnesian War, the Peloponnesian League was considering the 
destruction of Athens and the enslavement of its inhabitants; Phocis voted 
against this proposal. And what had they received in return? 


For it’s a disgrace, isn’t it — or rather, whatever is worse than a disgrace — that the 
people who saved us then, and cast their vote for our preservation, have met with 
the opposite treatment because of these men [Aeschines and Philocrates].*° 


It was only their doubts about the Phocian leadership and the unremitting 
pressure and continuous defeat at Philip's hands that made Athens forsake 
its friend and ally. Indeed Demosthenes may have advocated going to 
the aid of Phocis even after Philip had passed Thermopylae and Phocis’ 
position was hopeless with or without Athens’ help.*° 


SUBORDINATION AND EQUALITY 


The code of reciprocity was enforced mainly by concerns about reputa- 
tion, but these were evidently strong. Indeed, the expectation of reciprocity 
comprised a system of sufficient solidity so that states could make strate- 
gic moves within it. In particular, states could acquire debts of gratitude 
through their benefactions. These debts could be called in at will. A speech 
in Xenophon provides a clear example: 


allowing Phokis to seek its own solution, while they ended their own particular war with Philip” 
(134). On the other hand, he writes, “they [the Athenians] abandoned an ally in its hour of peril 
to save their own skins” (138). He is bizarrely critical of Demosthenes: “One will read the extant 
speeches of Demosthenes written before 346 without finding any expression of sympathy for the 
Phokians. After Philip’s draconian treatment of them, one finds no floodgate stout enough to hold 
back the orator’s tears” (134). But sympathy is usual after a disaster and would have been uncanny 
before. 

#8 Dem. 19 passim; Dem. 6.35—-6. 44 Dem. 19.62. 

4 Dem. 19.66. Cf. Andoc. 3.21. 46 So Cawkwell 1962a: 459. 
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So to you has now been offered by some god an opportunity, in case you aid the 
Lacedaemonians in their need, of acquiring them for all time as friends who will 
plead no excuses.*” 


Indeed, seventeen years later, Demosthenes still seems to think that Sparta’s 
sense of obligation arising out of this very transaction would force them 
to help Athens recapture Oropus from Thebes. He optimistically argues 
that Sparta would do this regardless of Athens’ having chosen to make 
a defensive alliance with Sparta’s enemies, the Megalopolitans: “how can 
they refuse to help us at Oropus without proving themselves the basest of 
mankind.”** 

In the same speech Demosthenes represents the Spartans as making 
calculated benefactions with a specific end in mind: they were doing favors 
for others, so that these others would join Sparta in attacking Messene on 
pain of seeming to act dishonorably.*? Demosthenes thought that Athens, 
in contrast, was doing very poorly in the late 350s and early 340s in terms 
of acquiring obligations.’ Demosthenes contrasts the new-found money 
of corrupt politicians and the prosperity of Athens’ markets with the true 
wealth of a city, which consists of “allies, credit, good will,” all of which 
the Athenians have lost.” Athens was destitute of “symbolic capital” and 
all its material wealth could not compensate for the loss.’ 

Earlier Demosthenes foretold that, if Athens allowed Olynthus to fall, 
Philip would turn south against them and they would have to fight near 
to home. As we have seen, it was a common oratorical tactic to assimilate 
a more distant threat to self-defense. In this case, Demosthenes caps it by 
saying that Athens will then “beg for help rather than helping others.”* 
Clearly being in such a position was a fall in status that Athens very much 
wanted to avoid. So far we have been viewing the code of reciprocity as 
if it operated among equals. But, as we have seen, Greek cities were, in 
reputation, population, and military strength, far from equal. A powerful 
city such as Athens expected to rescue others; a city such as Neapolis 


47 Xen. Hell. 6.5.40-1. The notion that one state could owe another is ubiquitous: e.g. Xen. Hell. 4.8.9; 
Dem. 15.11; Aeschin. 2.26—9. Debts incurred in times of need had particular force, e.g. Xen. Hell. 
4.8.4. 

4 Dem. 16.0-13. 4 Dem. 16.16-18. 5 Dem. 2.23; 4.5-7. 

5 Dem. 8.66 (10.69). The same three items are used as a criterion of a city’s strength in contrast 
to a well-stocked market in Dem. 10.50; in this latter passage Demosthenes also includes military 
strength. See Hajdú 2002: 351-2 ad Dem. 10.50 for parallels to Demosthenes emphasis on eunoia, 
goodwill. 

5 Bourdieu 1977: 171-83 provides a discussion of “symbolic capital.” See Crane 1998: 105-24 for an 
application of this concept to the relations of Greek cities. 

53 Dem. 3.8-9. 
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hoped to get help. But how might Neapolis oblige Athens in return? 
Within a society, Hans van Wees generalizes that: “Often, generosity is not 
meant to be repaid in kind at all, but to be reciprocated with long-term 
subordination to the benefactor.” In the relation of city-states we can see 
the same tendency.” The principle is stated most explicitly in Thucydides 
where Alcibiades argues, “This is the way we won our empire, and this is 
the way all empires have been won — by coming vigorously to the help 
of all who ask for it, irrespective of whether they are Hellenes or not.” 
The Athenians’ liberation of the Ionian coast and Aegean islands from 
the Persian empire was a paradigmatic case. This action provided one 
of the main justifications for their fifth-century empire. The Athenians in 
the Melian Dialogue renounced their claim of gratitude on this account as 
part of their Realist stance; on other occasions, they were not so reticent.” 
Later the Spartans acquired an empire of their own by “liberating” Greece. 
Isocrates condemned both Athens and Sparta as freeing cities only to enslave 
them to themselves.’ In both cases the hegemonic powers felt justified in 
suppressing by force attempts by cities to renege on their obligations — 
specified in these cases by treaties as well as owed to their benefactors.” 

This way of thinking may have persisted in Athens into the early fourth 
century. Xenophon represents the Thebans in 395 as making the following 
appeal: 


[M]en of Athens, although we all understand that you would like to recover the 
dominion which you formerly possessed, we ask in what way this is more likely to 
come to pass than by your aiding those who are wronged by the Lacedaemonians?“° 


By the beginning of Demosthenes’ career in the mid fourth century, Athens 
had renounced empire in the Decree of Aristoteles and had been forced 
to acquiesce in the revolt of its major allies in the Social War. It was in 
no shape for imperialist calculations.’ The fifth-century empire attracted 
mistrust for arriving in Sicily with a much greater force than was necessary; 


54 Van Wees 1998b: 41. 55 Cf. Low 2007: 43-8. 

56 Thuc. 6.18.2. Cf. the criticism of Andoc. 3.28. 

5 Thuc. 5.89. Cf. Thuc. 1.73-5 esp. 1.73.2: “But we must refer to the Persian Wars, to events well 
known to you all, even though you may be tired of constantly hearing the story...” See also Thuc. 
6.82.3-4 and 6.76.3—4. 

58 Tsoc. 12.97. Isocrates approves of leadership justified by benefits, and only condemns the abuse of 
that position (Isoc. 8.30). 

5 Dawson 1996: 66-9 calls this ground for war “just hegemony.” 

6° Xen. Hell. 3.5.10. Cf. Isoc. 6.31; Pl. Menex. 244b-c. 

61 J favor the more benign picture of the Second Athenian League found in, e.g., Griffith 1978; Cargill 
1981; and Harding 1995: 114. 
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fourth-century Athens was more often criticized for not matching its grand 
pronouncements with actions.” 

Rather, it is Philip instead whom Demosthenes, in a series of memorable 
attacks, repeatedly accuses of this imperialist ploy, of sugar-coating the pill 
of subservience with favors. In the Second Philippic Demosthenes reports 
the arguments he made to the Messenians and Argives to dissuade them 
from allying with Philip: 


“Can you not imagine,” I said, addressing the Messenians, “how annoyed the 
Olynthians would have been to hear a word said against Philip in the days when 
he was handing over to them Anthemus. . . when he was making them a present 
of Potidaea... Do you imagine they expected to be treated as they have been, or 
would have believed anyone who suggested it?...And what of the Thessalians? 
Do you imagine,” I said, “that when he was expelling their despots, or again when 
he was presenting them with Nicaea and Magnesia, they ever dreamed that a 
Council of Ten would be established among them, as it is today, or that the same 
man who restored to them the Amphictyonic meeting at Thermopylae would also 
appropriate their very own revenues? Impossible! But so it came to pass as all men 
may know. . . Beware,” said I, “lest, seeking to be rid of war, you find a master.”® 


Philip eventually destroyed rather than subjugated Olynthus, but Demos- 
thenes portrayed Thessaly — and later also Thebes and Eretria — as a state 
brought under Philip’s sway by his favors or promises. 

How did Athens stand in terms of Philip's beneficence? At the time of 
the Peace of Philocrates, Philip seems to have allayed Athenian misgivings 
by hinting that he would provide great benefits to Athens: many Athenians 
expected him to favor Phocis, humble Thebes, and return contested towns 
such as Oropus to Athens.® These benefits did not materialize. According 
to Demosthenes, Athens was unique among Greek states in that it had not 
received benefits before having been deceived by Philip.°° That the Athe- 
nians had ever expected favors from Philip was probably a galling memory. 
Athens was a powerful state. Its national tradition was one of giving aid, 
not accepting it; Demosthenes had represented Athens’ last extremity as 
begging for aid rather than giving it. Being cheated of advantages rankled 
for some; even to have expected favors was repugnant to other, prouder 
Athenians. 


6 E.g. Dem. 4.45. 

& Dem. 6.20-5 (trans. modified). Cf. Dem. 2.7; 5.9; 8.40; 10.64-5. Demosthenes’ arguments failed to 
sway Messene and Argos (Dem. 6.15, 26-7). 

64 Dem. 9.57-8; 10.64-5. 

65 Dem. 5.9—10; 8.64; 9.11; 19.35-8, 41, 44, 68; Aeschin. 1.169; 2.119. See pp. 167-8. 

66 Dem. 8.63-6. 
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This motive for resentment lies behind much of the belligerent rhetoric 
of the speech On Halonnesus. It first complains of the supposed bad faith of 
the Peace of Philocrates. Although Philip promised all sorts of great favors, 
he was shameless and “[p]eace has been concluded, but all the good things 
that we were to enjoy are still to seek.”°” Later, the speech attacks Philip for 
promising benefits to Athens and thus showing or confirming his strength 
and Athenian weakness: 


Philip’s insolence is carried so far that he says that if the Cardians decline arbitra- 
tion, he will be responsible for coercing them; as if you could not compel Cardians 
to do anything you wanted! He will make them do it, he says, since you cannot. 
Are not his favours to you great and manifest?” 


Most notoriously, the speech defends the Athenian refusal to take back the 
island Halonnesus from Philip, if he described the action as “giving” it to 
them: the Athenians insisted that he “restore” or “return” the island. The 


speaker asks, 


Then what does he gain by using the wrong term and making a present of it to 
you, instead of using the right term and restoring it? It is not that he wants to 
debit you with a benefaction received, for such a benefaction would be a farce; but 
that he wants all Greece to take notice that the Athenians are content to receive 
maritime strongholds from the man of Macedon. ^’ 


Here we have an explicit counter to the claim that it was the contraction of 
a moral debt that was at issue. Rather, the author argues in terms of power 
politics that the advertisement of Athenian weakness is Philip’s goal. But, 
perhaps, the author of the speech “doth protest too much.” He repeatedly 
denies that Philip has conferred, or wants to confer, a favor. At the very 
least, the possibility that Athens might be debited “with a benefaction 
received” was strong enough to be worth denunciation. 

In the code of reciprocity, ingratitude was a mortal sin. The consequences 
of this notion could impinge on a weak state’s independence, if it allowed 
a stronger state to bestow greater favors than the smaller state could return. 
Small states might often have ended up dependent on the powerful in any 
case; but the code of reciprocity could palliate the impositions of the strong 
and disarm the suspicion and hostility that naked aggression aroused. After 
the Peace of Philocrates, Athens was not as powerful as Philip. Not all 
Athenians, however, were ready to sink into subordination; they resented 
the benefits nearly as strongly as the injuries of Philip’s growing sway. 


67 [Dem.] 7.34. 68 [Dem.] 7.44. 69 [Dem.] 7.6. 
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This pattern of reciprocity leading to subordination played a role in the 
final decay of Greek independence at the hands of Macedonian monarchs. 
But, as we have explored, reciprocity also had a strong egalitarian ten- 
dency, which was perhaps just as influential on the usual tone, if not the 
final outcome, of fourth-century interstate politics. In the late Dark Ages 
and Archaic period, states first communicated with each other through 
the “ritualised friendships” established between their aristocrats: these were 
reciprocal relationships between peers.”° This origin stamped the relation- 
ships between states not only with a personal, but also with an egalitarian 


feel. 


VENGEANCE 


The author of On the Treaty with Alexander, convinced that Alexander has 
transgressed his treaty with the Greeks, considered Athens’ alternatives: 


[Y]ou may either voluntarily submit to wrong, making the wrongdoer a free gift 
of your submission, or, having definitely resolved to put justice before all other 
claims, pursue your own interests.” 


This formulation with its invocation of justice and interest contains a 
typically mixed bag of motives for war. Here we may note that reciprocity 
is seen as a whole comprising the fungible requital of both good and 
harm. The expression translated “voluntarily submit to wrong” contains 
the passive form of the verb “to treat unjustly” which often signals the 
justification for a war of revenge. The expression “making the wrongdoer 
a free gift of your submission” contains the verb “to give freely, to oblige.” 
This verb, important in the calculation of positive reciprocity, is here used 
to refer to the favor of not seeking vengeance.”* In the speaker’s conception, 
Alexander will owe the Athenians if they overlook his infringement of the 
treaty, in the same way as a city that Athens aided militarily might owe 
Athens. It was rare for the two sides of reciprocity to be brought together so 
tightly. It was also rare — and a bit disingenuous given Macedonia’s power 
under Alexander — to view a state’s restraint from vengeance as anything 
other than a dishonorable sign of weakness. The speaker, who does not, 
in fact, think the Athenians should be doing Philip any favors, may have 
tongue in cheek in suggesting that as an alternative. 


7° Herman 1987: 34. 7 [Dem.] 17.1-2 (trans. modified). 
7 Lendon 2000: 6-7 points out that Homeric revenge was conceived of as a gift given to the dead 
person whose death was avenged. 
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This anomalous passage provides a bridge to the other side of reciprocity: 
revenge. The first thing to emphasize is that we are still in the realm of 
normative rules whose disregard might stain a person’s or a state’s honor. As 
J. E. Lendon argues, “[R]eciprocity has its dark side too; for just as it was 
obligatory for a Greek to give when given to, so too was it long obligatory 
to strike back when struck.””> Revenge was not just the indulgence of anger, 
but a positive obligation. For example, Aristotle’s Rhetoric insists: 


It is noble to avenge oneself on one’s enemies and not to come to terms with them; 
for requital is just, and the just is noble, and not to surrender is a sign of courage.”4 


David Cohen expands on this, arguing that 


vengeance is positively valued and triply motivated. Men take vengeance because 
they fear shame and desire to preserve and enhance their honor as well as because of 
the pleasure which its contemplation and exaction bring. They also take vengeance 
because in such societies it is the only way to deter others from harming them.” 


For individuals in Athens the ethos of revenge had long been losing ground 
to the growing power of the state and its system of justice. But in the world 
of city states, there was no authority to put a stop or limit to vengeance.”° 
Wars often broke out when Greek notions of honor were applied to states.” 
Many Greek wars, from those of Homer’s legends through the classical 
period, were justified, at least in part, on the grounds of retaliating for 
injuries suffered or of aiding an ally who was suffering injury.” Revenge 
is hardly dead today in popular feeling about what justifies a war, but 
policy makers in the West rarely admit revenge as a motive for war.”? Con- 
sequently, revenge tends to be underrated by unconsciously modernizing 
historians. Especially when revenge appears in a list of motives for war, as it 
often does, historians tend to focus on more congenial and familiar reasons 
and justifications for war.*° Nevertheless, a variety of modern scholars have 
emphasized retaliation as a common ground of war in ancient Greece.” 
Such an emphasis on revenge as a casus belli is amply confirmed in our 
ancient historical accounts. Herodotus’ history is marked by long chains of 
retaliation. In particular, he portrays revenge for the Athenian burning of 
Sardis during the Ionian revolt as one of the main motives for the Persian 
invasions of Greece.** Even in Thucydides reciprocity plays a prominent 


73 Lendon 2000: 3. 74 Arist. Rh. 1.9.1367a20-2. See also Gehrke 1987: esp. 128. 

75 D. Cohen 1995: 67. 76 Gehrke 1987: 130, 140-1. 77 Hall 2007 88-9. 

78 Gehrke 1987: 130. 79 See Gehrke 1987: 145-9. 80 Lendon 2000: 2. 

81 E.g. Adcock and Mosley 1975: 181 and Jackson 1993: 74 on Homeric warfare; Lendon 2000: 1-2; 
Austin 1993: 201; Dawson 1996: 74-5. 

82 Lendon 2000: 1-2 cites Hdt. 5.105; 6.94. 
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role. For though Thucydides claims that Spartan insecurity over increasing 
Athenian power was the root cause of the Peloponnesian War, the events 
that led to the war involved reciprocity in both its aspects: stasis within 
a small state, Epidamnus, escalated into a war between the Spartan and 
Athenian alliances as retaliation followed retaliation and ally called in ally. 
In addition, several speakers in Thucydides invoke vengeance to justify acts 
of war.” In the fourth century Xenophon was clearly more sympathetic to 
the demands of requital than to cold calculations of interest. He gives the 
reasons for Spartan wars against Elis, Thebes, and Mantinea, all former 
allies. In each case, Xenophon lists a broad spectrum of types of causes 
but focuses on the wrongs, insults or disloyalty that the Spartans were 
determined to avenge." So, the historical sources suggest that revenge for 
wrongs was a common justification of war. 

Oratorical sources confirm this impression. Demosthenes is full of ref- 
erences to the injuries that Philip has inflicted on Athens, on his perfidy, 
on his insulting behavior. As a result of this Athens ought to injure Philip 
in return but cannot: 


I observe that the speeches are all about punishing Philip, while our affairs have 
reached a stage at which it must be our first concern to avoid disaster our- 
selves... [and to save] our allies." 


It is sometimes hard to distinguish cases where Demosthenes calls for 
revenge from cases when he advocates mere self-defense, the disinter- 
ested assertion of justice, or a crusade for freedom. Often these categories 
overlap.*° So our clearest evidence of popular sentiment in favor of taking 
vengeance comes from cases where Demosthenes is forced to argue explic- 
itly against indulging it. For example, when Demosthenes argues in favor 
of Athenian support for the democratic faction at Rhodes, he needs to pla- 
cate Athenian resentment of Rhodes’ successful revolt from the Athenian 
League in the Social War. Demosthenes treats this difficulty as follows: 


I share in your satisfaction at the fate of the Rhodians... for they grudged you 
the recovery of your rights, and now have lost their own liberty; they spurned an 
equal alliance with you who are Greek and their superiors, and now they are slaves 
of barbarians... I say that it is your duty to try to save them and to let bygones 
be bygones, remembering that you too have in many cases been led by schemers 


83 Thuc. 1.120.3—4, 121.5; 7.68.1 (see Gehrke 1987: 137); 8.3.1. 

84 Xen. Hell. 3.2.21-3 (Elis); 3.5.45 (Thebes); 5.2.1-2 (Mantinea). 

85 Dem. 3.1-2. See also Dem. 4.43. Dem. 16.22 implies that avenging an injury would be a just cause 
for war, but aggrandizement was not. 

7 E.g. Dem. 1.7, 24. 
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into errors, for none of which you would yourselves admit that you ought to pay 


the penalty.*” 


The potency of the impulse towards revenge is seen in the care that Demos- 
thenes takes to convince the Athenians that they should not take vengeance 
on the Rhodians by abandoning them to an oligarchy backed by a Persian 
garrison. 

In other passages too one can see evidence that Demosthenes has to argue 
against the Athenians’ desire for revenge. For the struggle against Philip 
impelled Athens to ally itself with several former enemies. Byzantium had 
left the Athenian league and supported the revolting states during the 
Social War.** In 346 Demosthenes complained of Byzantium’s interference 
with Athenian shipping.*? But he advocated going to their rescue when 
Philip attacked them. In On the Chersonese he justifies this course of action 
in terms of interest. If Philip attacks Byzantium, the Byzantines will ask 
Athens to help them: 


[Y]ou say “the wretched creatures are infatuated and stupid beyond measure.” 
Quite so, but still we are bound to preserve them in the interests of Athens.’° 


When Demosthenes looked back on Athens’ decisions in On the Crown, 
policy became nobility: 


But you, who might with justice have found fault with them for earlier acts of 
trespass, so far from being vindictive and deserting them in their distress, appeared 
as their deliverers, and by that conduct won renown — the goodwill of the whole 
world.” 


Athens also helped Olynthus defend itself from Philip even though Olyn- 
thus had recently injured Athens by taking part in Philip’s capture of 
Potidaea, a city inhabited in part by Athenian colonists.”* 

Most important of all was the case of Thebes. Demosthenes in On The 
Crown represents himself speaking to the Athenians after Philip’s capture 
of Elatea: 


“If,” I added, “at this crisis we are determined to remember all the provocative 
dealings of the Thebans with us in past time, and to distrust them still on the 


87 Dem. 15.1516 (trans. modified). See also Dem.15.2—4. 

88 Yunis 2001: 160 ad Dem. 18.94. 89 Dem. 5.25. 

9° Dem. 8.16. See also his attack on Aeschines at Dem. 18.93-s. 

2 Dem. 18.94. At Dem. 18.87-9 Demosthenes claims to have moved the decrees to help Byzantium. 

9 Dem. 2.14; IG ii? 114. Cf. Harding 1995: 112 on Athenian aid to Olynthus: “they were prepared to 
commit impressive forces in aid of a state that had recently done them great harm.” 
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score of enmity, in the first place, we shall be acting exactly as Philip would beg us 
to act.”?? 


In these three cases and more, Athens had to forego quarrels and 
grievances.”* It had to reject the demands of reciprocity for the sake of 
its struggle against Philip. We can well imagine that, in more speeches than 
have been preserved, Demosthenes and other orators had to argue against 
the pervasive tendency to want revenge for one or another grievance. For 
the popular definition of justice demanded doing injury to enemies, not 
making alliances with them. These cases show that interest could outweigh 
moral considerations, in this case the obligation to take revenge. But the 
arguments employed reveal that there was a contest: not everybody was 
ready to forsake vengeance even when the advantages of this policy were 
manifest. 

The overall history of the mid fourth century demonstrates the extent 
to which negative reciprocity can blind states to their own interest. Greek 
city-states understood that their long-term interest lay in preventing any 
one state from becoming too powerful. But, although they were well aware 
of the advantages of maintaining a balance of power, they were not always 
willing to forego their ongoing feuds. Most conspicuously, Sparta did not 
join the coalition at Chaeronea, the Greeks’ best chance against Philip. 
Although Sparta was hostile to Philip before the battle (because of his 
support of Messenia), refused to join Philip’s League of Corinth afterwards, 
and fought without Athens or Thebes against Macedonia in 331, in the 
crucial campaign it apparently could not stomach an alliance with Thebes, 
its bitter enemy. 


RECIPROCITY IN ATHENIAN SOCIETY AND 
AMONG THE CITY-STATES 


Thus did the Athenians apply the code of reciprocity to make their own 
decisions and to judge the conduct of other states. The reason why reci- 
procity was so important is less obvious than it first appears. Current 
scholarship holds that reciprocity’s importance in the interstate realm was 
an obvious extension of its use within the state. But, since reciprocity was 
only one of several competing systems of values within classical Athens, 
its application to states cannot be regarded as inevitable. There was a 


93 Dem. 18.176. Cf. Dem. 18.18, 63 on the reason for Athenian bitterness towards Thebes. 
94 Yunis 2001: 241 adds Megara, Corcyra, and Euboea to the list of former enemies that Athens allied 
with against Philip. See also Mosley 1974. 
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further reason for its use: reciprocity is an advantageous strategy when 
states or individuals interact repeatedly in the absence of a central author- 
ity to enforce justice. 

In his influential book Ritualised Friendship and the Greek City, Gabriel 
Herman provides a historical explanation of the application of reciprocity 
to city-state relations.’ Nascent city-states first established relations with 
each other through their aristocrats, who maintained hereditary xenia, 
“titualised friendship,” with their peers in other cities.” Their standards 
of conduct “provided the city with a model of its relationships with the 
outside world.””’ This model stressed the reciprocity so prominent in aris- 
tocratic friendships.?* In other words, the main virtues of the friendships 
and alliances between states from the beginning were those of reciprocity.”” 
If we turn to retaliation, a similar picture emerges. Historically, the earli- 
est hostilities between nascent city-states may have been feuds and raids 
conducted on the initiative of their nobles.'°° The tit-for-tat of Homeric 
raiding was naturally applied to the larger-scale injuries and benefactions 
of the developed city-state. 

Some scholars emphasize a second reason for the application of reci- 
procity to the relations of Greek cities. Regardless of their early history, 
the analogy between individual relations and those between city-states was 
natural enough: people typically understand the abstract and new (the rela- 
tions of city-states) in terms of the concrete and familiar (the relationship of 
individuals).'°' In his examination of revenge, the “flip side” of “ritualised 
friendship,” Lendon argues that, in the classical period, “[flor vengeance to 
operate between cities and nations, all the men who ruled those cities had 
to do was to apply their everyday outlook to the international arena.”'°* 

These two theories largely ignore the drawbacks and advantages of the 
code of reciprocity. They argue that reciprocity was there among its aristo- 
crats at a crucial point in history or within society throughout the classical 
period; consequently, as a matter of course, it was applied to the actions 
of states. But the code of reciprocity was not the only important way of 
thinking about individual relationships in classical Athens. We still need 
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Herman 1987. See also Karavites 1982a: 106 and Adkins 1972: 1. But see the reservations of Raaflaub 
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to explain the particular importance of this type of thinking; for reci- 
procity continued to be central to the relationship of Greek states, even as 
its strength within society was declining. This will require, and I shall 
make, a different sort of argument, namely that the ideal of reciprocity was 
particularly well suited to the conduct of states. 

Reciprocity is ubiquitous within societies for a number of reasons. The 
immediate advantage of voluntary exchange, that both sides end up with 
things they value more, is often not as important as the way that pos- 
itive reciprocity establishes crucial relationships. For its part, negative 
reciprocity — revenge — can deter various degrees of aggression, intimi- 
dation, or encroachment. As a result of these basic factors, both positive 
and negative reciprocity are found in every human society.'°* Nevertheless, 
societies differ greatly in terms of the importance of reciprocity. In terms 
of positive reciprocity, the economies of some societies are dominated by 
“gifts” which are to be repaid, but not precisely and usually after some time. 
At the other end of the spectrum from the gift economies are free-market 
economies in which both sides of economic transactions take place at a 
single time. In such societies all exchanges are considered even and neither 
assume nor establish any relationship or obligations on either side — as they 
do in gift economies. When it comes to negative reciprocity, a similar spec- 
trum can be imagined. On the one hand, in a perfect feuding society the 
only redress of injury would be retaliation and no communal codes would 
have any force. In a society perfectly ruled by law, every conflict would be 
adjudicated according to the interests or sentiments of the community as a 
whole without reference to the feelings of the injured party.” It is highly 
unlikely that either of these hypothetical endpoints has ever existed, but 
some societies lie much further to one end or the other of this spectrum. 

The society depicted in Homer, which seems mainly to reflect late Dark 
Age or early Archaic Greece, may well have been characterized by a gift 
economy, in which positive reciprocity was of paramount importance." 
Classical Athens — claims of an embedded economy notwithstanding — can 


193 See O'Neill 1999 on the prevalence of honor-type behavior in the interstate relations of modern 
nations whose societies display little emphasis on honor in their internal relations. 

Brown 1991 in Pinker 2002: 438. 

The modern West has gone far in this direction. See Daly and Wilson 1988: 239: “How have we 
come to such a remarkable state of ‘impersonal justice’? The surviving victims of a homicide are 
entitled neither to revenge nor to compensation, nor even to representation in court!” 

On the Homeric economy see the fundamental treatment of M. Finley 1978a: 51-73 with Donlan 
1997 for a recent consideration with bibliography. Tandy 1997: esp. 12-38 treats the decline of 
reciprocity and places it in the eighth century — but see the criticisms of Schaps 1998. 
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be safely located much closer to the free-market end of the spectrum. "97 
In Homeric society the obligation to come to the aid of a friend or take 
violent revenge for his death was compelling. In addition, Homeric heroes 
are notoriously touchy about their own honor: insults or even a game 
of dice among children can lead to homicide." The practice of blood 
feuding and pervasive violence had ceased by the classical period: one 
conspicuous symptom of this change is that classical Athenians no longer 
carried weapons.’ 

The extent to which the ethos of retaliation had also atrophied by the 
classical period has been the subject of recent and vigorous scholarly debate. 
Scholars such as David Cohen argue for continuity in the basic approval 
and practice of revenge, although they concede that retaliation was often 
achieved through the legal system rather than by personal violence.”° 
Gabriel Herman counters that the involvement of the community, namely 
the law-court juries, marks a decisive shift away from revenge, both in 
practice and in thinking.’ 

Since Herman’s opponents do use parallels from “the most macho, intol- 
erant and violent societies known to anthropologists or historians” and 
since Herman insists that Athens placed an emphasis on restraint “unique 
in the annals of the Western world,”™? an ample middle ground between 
the two sides would seem to be available."’ For a society to adhere to a 
single, consistent set of values is anyway unlikely. Consequently, in this 
debate, both sides have to work hard to explain away awkward passages. 
For example, Herman must discount Aristotle’s insistence on the nobility 
of revenge and the slavishness of not taking revenge as well as the common 
dictum “to help friends and harm enemies.”"* Evidence that the Athenians 
approved restraint in the face of provocation is found in forensic oratory — 
to which Herman rightly gives priority. These present an intractable obsta- 
cle to his critics, who insist on the primacy of Athenian masculine honor 


107 On the ancient economy, M. Finley again provides a starting point, 1985a. The collections of 
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and the uncontested approval of revenge. ™” Although the desire for retal- 
iation probably loomed larger in Athenian thinking than it does today — 
and it is far from dead today — I believe that Herman's arguments for an 
important shift in Athenian values are compelling. 

In particular, although litigants continued to claim to be pursuing 
revenge through the courts, such a recourse should be sharply distinguished 
from a system of violent self-help."° In the latter case each injury or insult 
that remains unavenged invites more, and thus none can be safely toler- 
ated. A sense of honor that insists on retaliation, even for slights, is almost 
a requirement for survival. In the former situation, each injury accepted 
strengthens a person’s power to retaliate in the courts. Thus a driving force 
behind a touchy sense of honor has disappeared. The consequent decay of 
the sense of honor and the obligation of vengeance might take generations — 
and never be complete — but already, in classical Athens, litigants as often 
presented themselves as restrained in the face of provocation as intransigent 
in defense of their honor.'” 

So the code of reciprocity survived, albeit in attenuated form, within 
Athenian society; it flourished in interstate relations. In scale and number, 
market transactions dominated the Athenian economy. But alliances, the 
interstate equivalents of gifts, were far more important than mercenaries, 
the “free-market” military force — even with the fourth-century expansion 
of the use of mercenaries." Within Athenian society, violent retaliation 
was only allowed in a few specific cases, such as against an adulterer caught 
in the act. Recourse to law was the approved response of an Athenian 
when injured or insulted. Retaliation for injustice suffered, however, was 
crucial to the conduct of states. It played a larger role than anything 
like the recourse to law — although we shall see that legalism was also an 
important ideal among states. These contrasts suggest that something more 
is going on than the passive use of an available system of values. To explain 
the persistence and even centrality of reciprocity in interstate relations in 
Greece, we need to explore the sources of its strength within a society and 
then its suitability for states. 


15 W, Harris 1997: 366 accepts Dem. 54.5—6 as exceptional (see also 54.19). Herman 2000: 23-4 contra 
W. Harris 1997 on Lys. 3. Herman 2000: 16-17 contra D. Cohen 1995: 93-101 on Dem. 21 esp. 
21.29—-35. Lys. 9.14 provides clear evidence against the ideal of helping friend and harming enemies. 

46 D, Cohen 1995: 83-5 on revenge as a motive for lawsuits; on the significance of the recourse to law, 
see Herman 1994: 108-17 and 2000: 25. 

"7 Herman 1994: 107-8. 

u8 See Burckhardt 1996: 76-152 on the use of mercenaries and citizen soldiers in fourth-century 
Athens. 
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Reciprocity within a society seems to vary inversely with the extent of 
state power. This is most conspicuous and most easily explained in the case 
of negative reciprocity. Rather than being a Mediterranean phenomenon, 
a code of honor which requires immediate and violent retaliation for insult 
thrives in any society with weak central authority."® As Arthur Eckstein 
points out: 


In the absence of law or the means to enforce it, a reputation for stubbornness, 
toughness, and even ferocity in protecting what is one’s due has a pragmatic 
purpose: it helps ensure security, helps ensure that few will dare to interfere with 
your interests. "° 


The importance of acquiring and keeping allies is also greatest in such an 
anarchic, violent context, where a man must call on his friends and allies 
since he cannot turn to any central authority for protection. So, in general, 
as in Homeric society, reciprocity flourishes in the absence of a powerful 
government.” 

The fact that individual reciprocity evolved in a context without a 
strong central authority makes it a code of conduct well suited to interstate 
affairs.” Like the pre-state society in which the ethic of reciprocity grew 
and thrived, the interstate regime lacked a sovereign power to enforce its 
laws. In such a context, a policy of reciprocation may be the best a state 
can do. Retaliation keeps a state from being taken advantage of. Perhaps 
more important, paying back benefactions — usually in terms of military 
assistance — makes it more likely that help will be available in times of 
need. As I shall detail below, a number of passages in the assembly speeches 
make it clear that the longer-term benefits of supporting allies and resisting 
encroachments were known. 

Consequently, in an anarchic world, reciprocity and self-interest are 
not necessarily in opposition, but more typically harmonize. Admittedly, 
we have seen two cases where reciprocity and interest were in conflict: 
short-term Realist calculation may require states to forget grievances; a 
commitment to a balance of power can require changes of alliance in spite 


"9 Herman 1995: 46, 1996: 36. See also Boehm 1984: 218-19; Stewart 1994: 76-7. O’Neill 1999: 137-8 
also points out that a strong sense of honor tends to grow in pastoral societies, in which a person’s 
whole livelihood could be stolen away overnight. The deterrence of this possibility was of the 
greatest importance. Since pastoral societies tend not to have developed strong states, it is hard to 
distinguish these two factors. Cf. Daly and Wilson 1988: 229. 

20 Eckstein 2000: 878. See also Boehm 1984: 218-19 and Daly and Wilson 1988: 231-51. Cf. Mattern 
1999: xii, 23 on Roman foreign policy. 

™ Herman 1995: 47. See also Adkins 1960 and 1972 on the genesis of the “competitive” virtues in this 
context. 

 O’Neill 1999: 137. Cf. Schelling 1960: 12; Dawson 1996: 18; and Eckstein 2000: 877. 
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of previous friendships and enmities. But, on average and over the long 
run, reciprocity is an expedient strategy for a state. 

Indeed, in recent decades, the stock of reciprocity has risen even in the 
hyper-rational world of Game Theory. This trend is due largely to the 
results of a well-known computer tournament of different strategies in the 
game known as the Iterated Prisoners Dilemma.” The Iterated Prisoner’s 
Dilemma is a repeated, two-player game in which players do not commu- 
nicate and have only two choices each round: they can either cooperate or 
defect. The best result in each round is for a player to defect while the other 
player cooperates, and the worst outcome is the reverse. This means that 
it is tempting to defect and risky to cooperate. But mutual cooperation 
is better than mutual defection.'** A simple strategy of reciprocity, Tit- 
for-tat, won the tournament, despite competing strategies of much greater 
complexity and sophistication. Tit-for-tat even won a second round of the 
tournament, played after the results of the first round had been publicized. 

Tit-for-tat is a “nice” strategy because the player is not the first to defect, 
but begins each interaction with another player by cooperating. It is named 
Tit-for-tat — and models reciprocity — because it responds to a defection by 
defecting in the next round and responds to cooperation by cooperating 
in the next round. Not only in the Iterated Prisoners Dilemma, but also 
in a variety of non-zero-sum, iterated games, reciprocity turns out to be an 
excellent strategy: 


[Reciprocity may permit extensive cooperation without making cooperative par- 
ticipants inordinately vulnerable to exploitation by others. Furthermore it may 
deter uncooperative actions.'* 


Game theorists have claimed an extraordinary wide scope for their insights: 
“The framework is broad enough to encompass not only people but also 
nations and bacteria.”"”° Scholars in the field of International Relations 
have tended to agree — at least about nations: 


It is not surprising, therefore, that reciprocity is a popular strategy for practical 
negotiators as well as for analysts in the laboratory... [A] fundamental strate- 
gic concept... is that of reciprocity. Cooperation in world politics seems to be 
attained best not by providing benefits unilaterally to others, but by conditional 
cooperation.'*” 


123 Axelrod 1984: 27-54. Herman 1998a applies the results of the Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma to the 
dominance of the Athenian ideal of restraint rather than retaliation within the community. 

124 Axelrod 1984: 7—10. 125 Axelrod and Keohane 1985: 244. 

26 Axelrod 1984: 18. ”7 Axelrod and Keohane 1985: 245, 249. 
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I would certainly not go so far as to insist that reciprocity’s hold over 
Athenian interstate conduct rested solely on its utility. Its pre-existence 
within Greek society and, in particular, among the aristocratic city envoys 
of the archaic period was also a necessary condition for its use in the 
interstate world. But the popularity of the principle of reciprocity in the 
world of Game Theory and International Relations does give the lie to the 
argument that its use was a dysfunctional import from putative primitive 
values of Greek society. Rather, the advantages for states of a policy of 
reciprocation were pronounced and obvious.’** It is no wonder that Greek 
states often followed such a policy. 

Two important and difficult issues remain. First, as a strategy, reciprocity 
is advantageous, but only when interactions are repeated and can become 
the basis of a state’s reputation.'*? Second, the emotional imperative to 
reciprocate, often enforced by a sense of honor, appears at first to be 
opposed to, and certainly stands in a complex relation to, the calculations 
that make reciprocity a strategy advantageous in the long term. 

Since it is the very lack of central authority that makes the code of 
reciprocity appealing, nothing more forceful than the power of reputation 
sanctions it. It is through reputation that people who do not pay back favors 
find themselves receiving few, that those who do not stand by their friends 
may soon find themselves friendless, and that those who do not retaliate 
against enemies find the ranks of their enemies swelling. Reputation carries 
this weight in a society in which people interact repeatedly and when they 
communicate with each other. It is communication that ensures that a 
person’s actions are reflected in a reputation at all. It is in the repeated 
interactions that a person can benefit or lose from a good or bad reputation. 

The common culture and language of Greece made for lively communi- 
cation at Panhellenic sanctuaries and festivals, through sightseeing, official 
delegations, and trade. In addition to the political discussions that must 
have occurred in all these contexts, Athens and other Greek cities made con- 
scious efforts to publicize their most important interstate commitments. It 
seems to have been common practice to post treaties not only publicly in 
temples in the parties’ cities but also in Panhellenic centers so they would 
be known in the wider Greek world.”° The Peace of Nicias, of paramount 
importance to the Greek world, was posted in the territory of both Athens 
and Sparta and at the great three Panhellenic sanctuaries, Delphi, Isthmia, 
and Olympia.” Closer to our period and less grand, a treaty between Philip 


28 See below notes 151-2. 29 Schelling 1960: 134-5. 8° Bederman 2001: 172. 
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and the Chalcidians was to be posted at Dium, Olynthus, and at Delphi. ”? 
In addition to the evidence of treaties, a number of passages either assume 
or explicitly state that Athenian actions will be widely known and judged: 
“all Greece is watching” is a common refrain." 

If states do not interact repeatedly, they will not havea chance to acquire a 
reputation or to guide their actions by the reputations of others. In general, 
where one state can either destroy another or gain an irreversible advantage, 
short-term interest is likely to dominate over any long-term strategy such as 
reciprocation. To return to Game Theory, the whole model of the Iterated 
Prisoner’s Dilemma, in which Tit-for-tat is a good strategy, depends on 
repeated interaction.** If a state can completely take over another state, 
this advantage may outweigh any bad reputation it engenders: we then may 
have a parallel to the Prisoners Dilemma, in which defection is usually the 
favored strategy, but not to the Iterated Prisoners Dilemma. 

The world of the Greek city-states, however, was one in which repeated 
interactions could be expected most of the time. The same basic group of 
cities interacted for generations. Among the major states there were few 
new players and no city was destroyed or conquered during the entire 
classical period until Macedonia’s destruction of Thebes in 336. 

It is possible for reciprocity to operate between just two states — as 
in the Iterated Prisoners Dilemma. Each gives the other “tit for tat” to 
influence the other’s future behavior. If an international system includes 
a large number of states that communicate with each other, this effect is 
magnified. A state’s actions affect its future treatment by all the states that 
hear about them. The Greek world included many states — and several 
important ones. The actions of states soon became well known — albeit in 
partial accounts — and other states could act accordingly. If Athens failed 
to aid an ally, it not only suffered the alienation of that ally but also risked 
the defection of old allies and the inability to attract new ones. 

Notwithstanding these factors that conspired to give reputation partic- 
ular force among the Greek city-states, we have seen that they did not 
always obey its dictates. Nor were the results of reciprocity, either negative 
or positive, necessarily happy ones. To say that retaliation could be an 
advantageous strategy only means that it was better than not retaliating 
or than unprovoked and unselective aggression. It might better reflect the 
grim situation to say that retaliation is a necessary strategy in a society of 
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Ha no. 67, lines 9-10 = RO no. 50. See also Isoc. 4.179-80. 
13 E.g. Arist. RA. 2.6.1384b32-5; Aeschin. 2.104. 
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individuals or of states without strong enough communal curbs on the use 
of violence. 

This necessity on the individual level certainly did not mean that the 
code of reciprocity was “functional” for a society as a whole.’ In particular, 
nothing ensures that the threat of retaliation will prevent aggression rather 
than that actual retaliation will ensure an endless cycle of violence. Feuding 
societies usually profess the ideal of proportionality in retaliation and keep 
count of the deaths they have inflicted and suffered — for these must be 
taken account of in any eventual reconciliation.” These attempts to limit 
violence do not always work. For example, one investigator of a feuding 
society found 


no mechanisms for mediation or intervention to resolve conflict between lineages, 
and villagers commonly complained about their hopelessness in the face of the 
apparently never ending cycle of violence and revenge.'*” 


Among states too, negative reciprocity can easily lead to increasingly bitter 
and unending enmity — and often did.” What one state considered “tit 
for tat,” its victim might deplore as disproportionate and seek to even up 
the score. Lendon remarks “Anger calculates poorly” and shows how this 
systematic bias led to spirals of violence among Greek states.’ Indeed, 
excessive retaliation was sometimes idealized — consider the paragon of 
vengeance, Achilles.'*° If injuries received are perceived more acutely than 
injuries given, or if vengeance is required in surfeit, endless and increasingly 
bitter enmities can arise out of reciprocity.“ 

Positive reciprocity in the form of alliances was a great equalizer between 
small and large states — and hence an important check on aggression against 
the weak. The strength of alliances was probably the most important factor 
that permitted the survival of so many independent cities of such different 
sizes in close proximity despite generations of warfare. Webs of alliance 
meant that the size and power of the original disputants often bore little 
relation to the forces involved in the resulting war. This fact allowed small 
states to be on the winning side of wars as often as large ones. But it 
also meant that small conflicts often escalated into large wars. Positive 


35 See D. Cohen 1995: 9-12 against functionalist views of feuding societies. Cf. the criticisms of 
Hallpike 1973. 

Boehm 1984: 218-19. Another of the attributes that made Tit-for-tat a good strategy in the Iterated 
Prisoner’s Dilemma was that it was “forgiving.” It only retaliated once for one defection (Axelrod 
1984: 20, 54). 

37 D. Cohen 1995: 12. 38 Lendon 2000: 133-18. 39 Lendon 2000: 13-18. 

See Lendon 2000: 10 on the extent of Achilles’ revenge. Cf. Xen. Mem 2.6.35. 

14 Cf. Axelrod 1984: 38, 138. 
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reciprocity did not make classical Greece a peaceful place. My claim here is 
not that reciprocity is perfect or that it leads to a peaceful world, but that 
it is often a reasonable and sometimes a necessary strategy for states. It was 
not an emotional and atavistic import that merely deflected states from a 
rational course of action. 


STRATEGY AND HONOR 


That any sort of strategy lay behind reciprocity can seem false to the 
experience of rage or shame that often motivates it. The relationship of the 
emotional and the strategic aspects of reciprocity is a complex one. The 
obligation to reciprocate was demanded by a person’s or a state’s sense of 
honor. This made reciprocity an emotional and uncalculating experience, 
marked primarily by an acute sensitivity to reputation. Nevertheless, orators 
appealed to the calculated benefits of reciprocity as often as they did to 
the audience’s sense of honor. Both approaches were often needed, since 
adherence to the code of reciprocity usually entails costs and risks, which 
it is tempting to dodge — and which many states on many occasions did 
dodge. 

In On the Chersonese Demosthenes makes an emotional appeal to the 
Athenians not to brook any more abuse from Philip: he argues that “The 
strongest necessity that a free man feels is shame for his own position, and 
I know not if we could name a stronger... ”™ It was typically shame that 
required states to retaliate for injuries and support their allies. Scholars no 
longer insist on a sharp dichotomy between the archaic “shame culture” in 
which the community approval is the arbiter of value and a more modern 
“guilt culture,” perhaps first seen in Plato, in which the individual’s con- 
science determines his or her morality.'*’ Nevertheless, individual Greeks, 
even as late as the fourth century, were openly, intensely, and emotionally 
concerned with community approval. 

The emotional force of reputation was strong not only within a society, 
but also in the culturally unified world of the Greek city-states. Just as 
a Homeric hero, and to a lesser extent an Athenian of the fourth cen- 
tury, valued his standing among his peers, a concern with reputation also 
characterized the Greek city-states. A state’s standing depended on a wide 
variety of qualities; its loyalty to friends and hostility to enemies were 


142 Dem. 8.51. Cf. Dem. 3.16 on the shame attendant on abandoning an ally. 
8 y. 


18 E. R. Dodds 1951 claimed that Greece was a “shame society.” Snell 1953, Adkins 1960, and Gouldner 
1965: 41 argue for a profoundly primitive Greek morality. See Williams 1993 for a persuasive critique 
of such overly sharp dichotomies between archaic and modern ethics. 
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prominent among them. Most explicitly, in a speech in Xenophon, the 
Spartans are depicted as most likely to remember and requite Athenian 
aid since they “strive especially for praise and avoid disgrace.”'** Other 
passages connect a state’s public honor, more or less closely, to its ability to 
pay back the good or evil it has received. The Athenian practice of publicly 
honoring cities that had benefited Athens requited these benefactors with 
public acclamation.'* Similarly, Demosthenes could appeal to Athenian 
pride about the honorific crowns that cities such as Byzantium bestowed 
on Athens early in the final war with Philip.“*° In his Fourth Philippic he 
makes explicit the parallel between the honor of an individual and a state: 
just as an individual might strive for glory and reputation so too should 
the city of Athens.'*” 

Indeed, some of the most vivid examples of moral judgments about a 
city’s actions depend on the analogy with an individual acting before an 
audience. For example, Aristotle reports a vivid appeal to a reputation in 
his Rhetoric: 


Cydias represented them [the Greeks] in his speech on land assignments in Samos, 
when he told the Athenians to imagine the Greeks to be standing all around 
them, actually seeing the way they voted and not merely going to hear about it 
afterwards. "4° 


Another case is when Demosthenes, in a high point of his brilliant On the 
Crown, pictures the public shame if Athens had not fought Philip: “How 
could we have returned the gaze of visitors to our city. . .”'*? Conversely, in 
the First Philippic, Demosthenes claims that when the Athenians do not go 
out to fight themselves but send out “a general with an empty decree and the 
mere aspirations of this platform... your enemies laugh you to scorn.”° 
Although Demosthenes in other places emphasizes the advantages of an 
effective military, here he is attempting to shame his audience with the 
prospect of public contempt. These appeals do not invoke a calculation of 
interest, but appeal to a strong sense of shame. 

But the Athenians were also quite conscious of the advantages of reci- 
procity within the world of city-states: they did not act out of honor alone. 
Demosthenes’ speech Against Leptines concerns Athens’ policy of reward- 
ing its benefactors. In it Demosthenes argues repeatedly that when Athens 
rewards and publicly honors friendly cities or individuals, it encourages 


44 Xen. Hell. 6.5.42. 45 E.g. IG ii? 1; IG ii? 28; IG ii? 233; IG ii? 237+. 

46 Dem. 18.89, 92. Cf. Aeschin. 3.230-1. 47 Dem. 10.70-4. See also Lys. 2.14. 

48 Arist. Rb. 2.6.1384b32—5. This passage is contained within Aristotle’s discussion of shame. 
49 Dem. 18.201. Cf. [Dem.] 7.6. 15° Dem. 4.45. 
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others to do the Athenians good.” Assembly speeches, too, are replete 
with arguments about the risks attendant on failure either to retaliate for 
injuries suffered or to support friends. That orators appealed to both 
the calculating and the emotional motivations for reciprocity implies that 
both carried some weight. An orator aiming at righteous indignation or 
the moral high ground would talk of the shame among all the Greeks if a 
slight is allowed to go unavenged or an ally is left undefended. An orator, 
trying to project the persona of a cool and calculating guard of the state’s 
interest, would put more stress on the long-term benefits to Athens of a 
good reputation. Often both appeals would find their way into a single 
speech. 

These redundant arguments were often necessary, because neither retal- 
iation nor paying back benefits — especially when this means going to war 
for an ally — are immediately advantageous; rather they are costly and risky 
activities. This is why the experience of reciprocity is often not that of cal- 
culation, but rather the reverse: reciprocity can be required by one’s sense 
of honor regardless of cost or risk. As Larry O’Neill puts it: “Preserving 
one’s reputation for honor often requires publicly enduring some cost or 
risk, often by participating in violence.” Without the goad of honor, 
the strategic, long-term advantages of reciprocity may often have seemed 
too distant to determine behavior. This model would put the honor that 
enforces requital in the well-known and common category of cultural val- 
ues that have developed — in complex ways — to steer people away from 
actions whose immediate temptations are obvious but will serve them ill in 
the long run.’ In the assembly speeches, the invocation of a state’s honor, 
and the weight this carried over from internal values, served just this pur- 
pose. It gave emotional force to the less vivid strategic consequences of a 
good or bad reputation. 

Let us sum up with an imaginary interview. If you were to ask an 
Athenian on the way to the assembly why Athens would want to fight 
Philip and aid Olynthus, he might first say that Athens had to take revenge 
on Philip for his bad faith and his injuries to Athens. He would add 
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Dem. 20.5, 64, 103. 

Dem. 15.8: the more resolute Athens is, the less will it have to fight; Dem. 4.6: assertive and active 
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Athens’ dire situation is due to its failure to retaliate or to support potential allies; [Dem.] 17.26-9: 
to allow even small infractions by the Macedonians will invite more. Cf. Xen. Hell. 4.8.4. 

13 O'Neill 1999: 90. 14 E.g. M. Harris 1977: 221 (see also 206-8). 
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that it would be shameful for Athens not to aid its friends — and he 
might think to add that Athens had treaty obligations as well and that 
these had been confirmed by oaths by the gods. You could point out that 
he was applying individual values to the actions of states and he would 
find this unremarkable. It would take some argument, but it might be 
possible, to convince him that the way he actually asserted his individual 
honor- through recourse to law — was rather different from how he thought 
Athens should maintain its honor — through military aid or retaliation. If 
you caught him on his way back home after listening to a speech of 
Demosthenes, he would have been more clearly aware that a reputation 
for requiting good and bad was in Athens’ long-term interest, despite its 
immediate costs. He would almost certainly also add that he was ashamed 
of Athens’ humiliations and angry with Philip. And he might emphasize 
that that was why he had raised his hand to vote for the expedition to 
Olynthus. 


CHAPTER 9 


Legalism 


The two most important twentieth-century movements to limit or elimi- 
nate war have been pacifism and the “peace through law” movement that 
gained strength in the early twentieth century and resulted in the League 
of Nations and then the United Nations.’ This chapter and the next do 
not aim to find an International Court of Justice of Greece, much less 
an Athenian Gandhi, but rather to examine two related issues: the extent 
to which the Athenians thought about the relationship between states as 
something that was, or should be, governed by law; what sorts of objections 
to war in general were voiced in Athens and how these differed from those 
common today. 

Athens conceived of itself as a particularly lawful society. In the Clouds 
Aristophanes whimsically imagines a person objecting to a map of the 
world, because it does not show the jury courts in Athens; the whole play 
revolves around a man’s attempt to escape from his debts by learning tricky 
arguments to use in court.” The humorous premise of his Wasps is that an 
old man needs to be cured of his addiction to jury service. More seriously, 
in the Eumenides Aeschylus celebrates the law court’s ability to put an 
end to cycles of vengeance. Evidence from the forensic speeches themselves 
confirms that the Athenians were proud of their system of law and especially 
of the fact that it resolved conflicts without violence.’ Herodotus’ famous 
contrast between the rule of law and Persian monarchy also indicates the 
high repute of the former.t As Edward Harris sums up: “No ideal was 
more cherished in classical Athens than the rule of law.”> Written law in 
particular was held in high regard as “in itself conducive to fairness, justice, 
and equality” as well as to democracy.° 


1 See, for example, Knock 1992 and Suganami 1978 on the former; Brock and Young 1999 provides a 
historical overview of pacifism and Fiala 2007, a philosophical summary with bibliography. 

> Ar. Nub. 207-8. 3 Lys. 3.22-3; Dem. 54.17—19. 

4 Hdt. 7.104. See also Hyp. 6.25. Cf. Leopold 1981: 228. 5 E. Harris 1994: 132. 

6 R. Thomas 2005: 43. 
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Some historians emphasize the role of honor in ancient international 
relations and want us to picture the Athenians as reacting to an insult or 
injury in the interstate realm as if they were touchy, proud, and violent 
heroes out of the Homeric epics.” There is some validity to this picture 
as we have seen. But there were also ways in which the Athenians in their 
foreign relations more closely resembled the unheroic Athenians parodied 
in Aristophanes. When an Aristophanic character is attacked or mistreated, 
he or she is more likely to call upon witnesses and threaten a lawsuit than 
to take personal revenge to repair their honor.’ This type of behavior 
is not limited to comedy: for example, law-court speeches confirm the 
practice of summoning witnesses in anticipation of a future lawsuit.’ If the 
Athenians applied the attitudes and approaches of their everyday life to 
the relation of states, they would be just as likely to think of legal redress 
as of violent retaliation when Athens had suffered insult or injury. They 
would merely be thinking about the relationships between states in one of 
the ways they thought about individual relationships. The legal analogy 
may also have seemed particularly apt and full of hope for the world of 
states. Historically the recourse to law had replaced the blood feud as a way 
of resolving individual conflicts within the city; the Athenians were aware 
of and celebrated this advance.'° Since the peaceful resolution of conflicts 
was manifestly a desideratum among Greek states, they naturally thought 
in terms of laws operable among states as a substitute for — or limit upon — 
the violence of war.” 

The worlds of states and of individuals were not, of course, the same. 
Most significant, there was no world-state or sovereign authority over 
states to judge competing legal claims, to make and enforce its decisions, 
and to reserve the use of violence to itself. Modern international law 
has been hobbled by the anarchy of the international regime. So too the 
ancient hope that states could be ruled by law was limited by the lack 
of authoritative sanctions against law-breakers. In addition, the implicit 
and unwritten laws of state behavior were few, simple, and, nevertheless, 


E.g. Lendon 2000: 13; van Wees 2004: 22-6. 

E.g. Ar. Nub. 1222, 1255, 1277-8, 1297, Vesp. 1332-4, 1406-8, 1415-19. The catalogue in Scafuro 1997: 
424-67 on the threat of lawsuits (and legal self-help) in New Comedy includes many similar cases. 
E.g. Carey and Reid 1985: 84 on Dem. 54.9; Dem. 57.14; Isae. 3.19; Humphreys 2007: 160-1, 170. 
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Kriiger 2007: 170 explains the Jewish prophecies of peace established by God as a “judge of nations” 
(Micah 4:1-5 and Isaiah 2:2-5) in similar terms: “The most important condition. . . for a vision of 
overcoming violence in the international realm through justice and peaceful settlement of conflicts, 
seems to have been the fact that analogous developments had already taken place successfully within 
individual peoples and communities — in simplified terms: the overcoming of revenge through law.” 
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open to controversy; the explicit laws established by treaties were liable to 
different interpretations and there existed no authority to adjudicate such 
disagreements. Nevertheless, the practical difficulties of imposing a rule of 
law on states do not make the legal analogy unimportant or void of force. 
We should dismiss the notion that the application of legal concepts to the 
interstate sphere must bring peace and, since it did not in ancient Greece, 
the phenomenon was insignificant. After all, even without the additional 
hurdles faced by interstate law, domestic law has not eliminated crime. 
The application of the code of reciprocity to states did not ensure either 
revenge or gratitude and assistance to friends. Like interstate reciprocity, 
legalism was one of the important systems of thinking according to which 
Athenians judged other states and which influenced, but did not determine, 
their actions, and hence it is important to the understanding of Athenian 
thinking about international relations. 

Most scholars of international law locate its origins in the 
Enlightenment.’ Historians of the ancient world have typically come to 
the opposite conclusion and some scholars with legal backgrounds join 
them in insisting that ancient Greece had developed a system of interna- 
tional law.” This second conclusion is probably correct, but the debate 
is largely one of definition — what counts as international law? — and of 
origins — when did the modern tradition of international law begin? Nei- 
ther issue is relevant to foreign policy decisions in the fourth century Bc. 
Nevertheless, arguments in favor of the classical origins of international 
law typically demonstrate along the way that the Athenians thought of 
relations between states as based on laws analogous to those within the 
state. They conceived of the conduct of states as rule-bound and their 
conflicts as liable to external resolution." 

The evidence for the legal analogy fits into four categories: (1) practices 
better explained by the application of a domestic legal institution to states 
than as something newly created for states, (2) the use of legal terms to 
describe the actions of states, and conversely (3) explicit denials of law 
between states. Finally, we find (4) explicit references to the “law of the 
Greeks,” unwritten rules of conduct governing the conduct of warfare and 
diplomacy. 


12 Bederman 2001: 1 calls the thesis of a modern origin of International Law “an article of faith” within 
that discipline. 

3 Phillipson 1911; Mosley 1973: 1; Sheets 1994; Bederman 2001; Chaniotis 2004; Low 2007: 77-128; 
Alonzo 2007. 

4 Phillipson 1911: 1.43-66; Sheets 1994: 70; Bederman 2001: 6-7, 267, 275-6; Low 2007: 85. 
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(1) Some interstate institutions have clear internal parallels and precedents. 
The notion of an assembly of citizens is attested already in Homer; it 
is likely that the idea of reaching a binding legal decision by majority 
vote — either by a council, assembly, or jury — was widespread. This 
procedure was transferred to organizations of states, probably begin- 
ning with Amphictyonic Councils and eventually including the Pelo- 
ponnesian League, the Second Athenian League, and the League of 
Corinth. Again the parallel between interstate and domestic proce- 
dures suggests that people thought that a process parallel to laws and 
institutions within the state should govern the relations of states. 

Another example is arbitration, used to resolve individual disputes 
in Athens as well as conflicts between states.” Within the city, dis- 
putants could agree to submit to binding arbitration to settle dif- 
ferences; by the fourth century private cases involving more than 
10 drachmas were required to go first to arbitration — although in 
these cases either side could appeal and demand a trial."° From the mid 
fifth century onwards many treaties between states included the clause 
that future disputes be settled by arbitration. According to Thucy- 
dides, even twenty years after the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War, 
the Spartans remembered and regretted their refusal to submit their 
differences with Athens to arbitration.” 

(2) Although the English translation “arbitration” is often used and best 
conveys the procedure, Thucydides actually uses a form of diké of 
arbitration between states. This is the word used for a private lawsuit 
within Athens. Thucydides’ practice is typical: when treaties between 
states specify that disputes are to be resolved by arbitration rather than 
war, they often use expressions such as “by oath and justice” or “to 
refer to legal judgment”; these are indistinguishable from the words 
used to describe the recourse to law within the state. The Greeks 
regarded arbitration as a recourse to legal justice rather than force 
between states.” The application of legalistic expressions to the actions 
of states — and especially to describe adherence to treaties — is ubiqui- 
tous. Iwo examples are most conveniently treated here. First, several 
texts make a legalistic distinction between mere possession and rightful 


1 Ager 1996: 33; Roebuck 2001: 159. 16 Roebuck 2001: 352-8; Thür 2005: 156-7; Thür 2007. 

17 Thuc. 7.18.2; but see Tritle 2007: 175. The offer of arbitration is mentioned repeatedly: Thuc. 1.78.4, 
80.1, 85.2, 140.2, 141.1, 144.2, 145. 

8 E.g. Hdt. 6.42; Thuc. 1.78.4, 80.1, 85.2, 140.2, 141.1, 144.2, 1453 4.79.1, 118.8; 5.18.4, 41.2, 79-13 [Dem.] 
7.7, 36-7, 41, 43-4. See Roebuck 2001: 156. 
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ownership by states. The author of On Halonnesus accuses Philip of 
possessing what really belongs to Athens in the case of Amphipolis.*° 
This distinction between one’s own and others’ possessions implies a 
law among states beyond seizure and force.” A witticism attributed to 
Phocion by Plutarch also reveals the expectation that international dis- 
putes could be settled by legal means as an alternative to war: Phocion 
criticized the Athenians’ decision not to resolve legally, dikazesthai, a 
quarrel with Thebes and advised that they should fight the Thebans 
with words, in which they had the edge, rather than with arms in which 
the Thebans were superior.” 

(3) That speakers often argued that legal procedures and ways of thinking 
were not appropriate between states reveals that the legal paradigm 
required refutation. On the eve of the Peloponnesian War, Sthenolaidas 
is represented as arguing against arbitration: “These things should not 
be decided by lawsuits and speeches since we are not being injured 
in word alone.” In two other cases in Thucydides a speaker has to 
remind the assembly that they are deliberating on foreign policy and 
not in court; this seems to have been an easy mistake to fall into, given 
the tendency to think of interstate relations in legal terms.” In a similar 
vein, ninety years later, in 342, the author of On Halonnesus repeatedly 
denounced Philip’s offer to go to arbitration. He worried that Philip 
would get his way by bribery and that the recourse to law would reveal 


to the Greek world 


that there is not a single thing for the sake of which you will appeal to arms, if 
indeed for your possessions on the sea, where you say your strength lies, you 
shall appeal, not to arms, but to the law courts.”* 


All these denials of interstate law reveal that that the contrary opinion 
was possible and probably even common. 

(4) Various classical texts refer explicitly to something like “the law of the 
Greeks.”*° They invoke laws binding on all Greeks — and sometimes 
non-Greeks are included. These laws are unwritten and generally con- 
cern the conduct of war and diplomacy. A well-known debate in Thucy- 
dides between the Thebans and Athenians after the battle of Delium 
provides an example. The Thebans accused the Athenians of desecrating 


7° [Dem.] 7.26. *t This implication is well explored in Chaniotis 2004. 

22 Plut. Phoc. 9. 233 Thuc. 1.86.3 (trans. modified). 

24 Thuc. 1.73.1; 3-44.4. See D. Cohen 1984. 

25 [Dem.] 7.7-8. See also Dem. 8.28 and [Dem.] 7.36-7, 41, 44. 

26 Phillipson 1911: 1.57-8; Low 2007: 95-7. Examples include Hdt. 7.136; Eur. Supp. 311; Diod. 19.63.5. 
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their temple and invoked “the law of the Hellenes” and the “univer- 
sal custom.”*” The Athenians defended themselves and claimed that 
they were doing their best to respect the temple; they argued that the 
Theban refusal to give back the Athenian dead from the battle marked 
them as the “far more impious.”** Although these laws did not impinge 
on the decision to go to war — other than that the decision should be 
made public in some sort of declaration of war — they do show another, 
explicit application of legal terminology to the interactions of states. 
In addition to these symptoms of legalism, private international law — 
agreed-upon procedures for settling disputes between individual members 
of two states — was well established in classical Greece. It could even 
impinge on the overall relations between states. A passage in On Halon- 
nesus suggests that some Athenians, former settlers of Potidaea, wanted to 
take Philip to court for his seizure of their property when he captured 
Potidaea, an illegal act in time of peace according to them. The argument 
is formulated in legal terms with frequent use of the vocabulary of the 
Athenian justice system.’ The speaker claims that the law directs that 
the decision should be made in the jury court at Athens, but Philip, not 
surprisingly, thought the Athenian court's decision should require his own 
ratification.” Although the ostensible issue was the proper procedure for 
resolution of private disputes, the speaker argues that Philip’s real motive is 
“to get your admission that you have no reasonable claim to Potidaea,” an 
issue between states.’ This was an unusual and irresolvable case because 
one of the individuals involved was a king, but the resolution of individual 
disputes was covered by interstate agreements and customary practices. 
These aimed at, and usually succeeded in, preventing individual disputes 
from involving the parties’ states in war. 


THE SUBSTANCE OF INTERSTATE LAW 


So the legal analogy was ubiquitous in discourse about interstate relations. 
For the purpose of analysis, legalism in foreign relations can be divided into 
two categories, substance and procedure, which this chapter will treat in 
succession. First, the substance of legal thinking included some unwritten 
rules having to do with the conduct of war, which were matters of general 
agreement; in addition, treaties were written down, displayed publicly, and 
universally considered to be binding. Second, states attempted to enforce 


27 Thuc. 4.97.2-3. 28 Thuc. 4.98.2. 2 Todd 1993: 316-40. 
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this body of law in a variety of ways, some involving explicit sanctions and 
hierarchy and others not. The conclusion of this chapter treats the moti- 
vations behind and the results of legalistic thinking in interstate relations. 

Athenian laws were written down, but they were not detailed and, 
in particular, did not offer precise definitions of crimes.? Even though 
litigants often insisted on the importance of sticking to the letter of law, 
the recourse to a sense of what is fair or extrapolation from related laws 
played a larger role than in modern law courts. For example, Athenian 
jurors took an oath before their year in office: 


I will vote in accordance with the laws and with the decrees of the people of Athens 
and of the council of five hundred, and on matters where there are no laws, I will 
vote in accordance with the most just opinion.*# 


The law also gave force to contracts between people, which thus became 
legally binding and extended the range of the written law to affect people 
in individualized ways. 

In the interstate realm there was no equivalent to the law code. There was 
no official body of written international law. There were, however, general 
moral judgments, based on all sorts of models as we have seen. More 
significant for legalistic thinking, people attributed widespread agreement 
to some of these moral judgments, especially those connected in some 
way with sacred things and the conduct of war; they called them laws.’ 
These laws were not written down: they did not represent “an accepted 
body of International Law to which appeal could be made or which defied 
disobedience or misrepresentation.”*° But they were supplemented by the 
specific terms of sworn treaties: roughly parallel to contracts within the 
state and sometimes described by the same word, synthékai.”” 

The unwritten “law of the Greeks” was not invoked in just any case where 
one might make a moral judgment and hope that it was generally shared. 
The “law of the Greeks” governed truces and the treatment of heralds and 
embassies, sacred places and the bodies of those killed in battle.* It also 
held that a state of war required a public declaration and that soldiers who 
surrendered should not be killed out of hand.” The “law of the Greeks” 
generally limited the conduct of war, but was not invoked regarding the 


33 Todd 1993: 61-2; Sealey 1994: 51-2. 34 Trans. Sealey 1994: 51. 

35 Cf. Chaniotis 2004: 187, 205. On the general topic of written and unwritten laws and the gods see 
E. Harris 2004: 21-34. 

36 Adcock and Mosley 1975: 112. 37 Tsoc. 17.20. 38 See Adcock and Mosley 1975: 153, 202. 

39 Declaration of war: Karavites 1984: 165. The treatment of captives is the most controversial of 
these rules: see Ducrey 1968 for an overall treatment and Sheets 1994: 57-8 for the expectation that 
prisoners would be spared. 
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reason for war, even though we have seen that going to war was judged in 
moral terms. This situation is closely paralleled in the modern period. The 
first international agreements, beginning with the first Geneva Convention 
of 1863, regulated how war was to be conducted and not the recourse to 
war: there were agreed-upon rules of war, ius in bello, generations before 
there were serious international attempts to limit the right of states to go to 
war, as in the condemnation of aggression in the United Nations Charter.*° 
The right to decide to go to war is perhaps too intrinsic to what it means 
to be a sovereign state to admit readily of external curbs. 

To return to ancient Greece, the criticism that such unwritten laws 
were vague and thus unenforceable has some merit but is partly misplaced 
and partly exaggerated.“ The issue of enforcement is a real one and we 
shall revisit it, but it is one that always impinges upon international law 
whether written or not.** In addition, the vagueness of these laws is more 
a figment of our sources than a consequence of their not being written. 
When we focus on the indecisive arguments after the battle of Delium — 
about the return of the dead and the occupation of sacred ground — we may 
forget about the hundreds or thousands of battles after which the winners 
did return the bodies of the dead to the losing side under truce. We do 
not even hear about all the invasions during which the invader refrained 
from disturbing the local temples. We only hear about the controversial 
cases. The situation after Delium was exceptional in other ways too. 
The Athenians were in an ambiguous and unusual position and thus the 
legitimacy of the Theban retaliation — refusing to grant a truce to allow the 
collection of the Athenian dead — was hard to judge.** It is not at all clear 
that a set of written laws would have done any good — at least not unless 
they were far more detailed than Athens’ domestic law code.* 

Several scholars have suggested that the notion that treaties should be 
binding was so well accepted that this ought to be added to the unwritten 
“law of the Greeks.”#° In any case, the written and specific terms of treaties 
complemented the unwritten and general “law of the Greeks.” Private 
contracts served to impose more specific requirements than the laws of 
a state — and were common in the commerce — but generally had the 


4° Collier 1991: 122; Greenwood 1991: 133-4; Bull 2002: 127; UN Charter Chapter 1 Article 2 
Paragraph 4: www.un.org/aboutun/charter/index.html. 

4 Cf. the arguments of Sheets 1994: esp. 56. 

42 See Phillipson 1911: 1.49-50 for an amusing rebuttal. 4 Sheets 1994: 59. 

44 See the discussion with bibliography of Hornblower 1991-2009: 11.311-12; cf. HCT 111.5701; see 
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full force of the law behind their enforcement.*” Thus they supplemented 
domestic law. In contrast, treaties had to make up for the complete absence 
of a centrally established written law. For this reason, it seems that most 
states at peace with one another had sworn to a treaty including the specific 
conditions of either a peace or an alliance. Most Greek states were thus 
subject to written obligations.** While the unwritten laws of the Greeks 
typically limited the conduct of war, it was by reference to the terms of 
treaties that they could justify or argue against the recourse to war in a 
legalistic way. Clearly Greeks did not only justify or deplore wars in terms 
of treaty obligations, but such arguments were common and important 
and reflective of a legalistic way of thinking. 

At the outset of the Peloponnesian War, the Spartan assembly was told 
to divide and to vote depending on whether they thought that “the treaty 
has been broken and that the Athenians are acting unjustly”; an affirmative 
vote was a vote for war.*? An important step in the breakdown of the peace 
of Nicias was taken when the Athenians decided that the Spartans had 
not kept their oaths and had this inscribed at the bottom of the treaty 
stele.’ So, too, the war of Chaeronea began when the Athenians decided 
to destroy the stele of the Peace of Philocrates with Philip.” Otherwise 
a treaty was a decree of the Athenian assembly and thus had the force 
of law in Athens.” In this respect, it is too weak to speak of the “legal 
analogy”: treaties were legally binding. Before acting contrary to a treaty 
the Athenians had to declare it void; they sometimes publicized this by the 
physical destruction of the public copy of the treaty.” At least one passage 
shows that the Athenians thought that other states had the same ideas and 
practices.™* 

Although treaties were laws in this sense, either party could declare 
them void at will, unlike domestic laws and contracts. Nevertheless, states 
typically justified their abrogation of treaties. No state wanted to be known 
to have broken a treaty and the oaths that confirmed it without a good 
reason. For example, the Athenian commanders at Corcyra in 433 did their 


47 On the legal enforceability of contracts see E. Cohen 2005: 299, who cites Dem. 47.77 and 56.2; 
Din. 3.4; Pl. Symp. 196c; Arist. RA. 1.15.1375b9. 
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best only to fight defensively in order to keep their defensive treaty of 
alliance with the Corcyraeans without breaking their long-standing treaty 
with the Peloponnesian League by fighting with Corinth. As one book 
on ancient international law observes, “[s]o it was that the Athenians 
attempted to adhere to the letter of two contradictory treaties, one with 
Corcyra, and the other with Corinth and Sparta.” ’ 

An odd diplomatic practice, somewhat paradoxically, provides more 
evidence of the binding force of treaties. Everett Wheeler has brought 
attention to a number of treaties that included an “anti-deceit” clause. This 
was a phrase or just a word indicating that agreement was to be upheld 
without verbal trickery. Wheeler concludes that “[s]ophistic interpretation 
of agreements were perceived as a real and present danger.”*° That states — 
especially Athens it turns out — would try to come up with an excuse or 
verbal trick to avoid fulfilling their side of a treaty makes it clear that the 
alternative, simply to ignore their treaty obligations, was even less palatable. 
Wheeler emphasizes that fear of the gods might motivate a state to try to 
wriggle out of its obligations in whatever way it could rather than openly 
break a sworn agreement; states also wanted to avoid a reputation for 
bad faith among the Greeks — apparently even less desirable than one for 
sophistry. 

That treaties were written documents did not mean that their appli- 
cation to a changing situation was a matter of universal agreement. The 
application of domestic laws to a given situation was and is often in doubt.’7 
So, too, there was not always agreement among states about what exactly 
a treaty allowed or proscribed, whether it had been broken, and whether 
this breach was a serious one.’ In the vast majority of assembly speeches 
we see strenuous attempts to make this argument in one way or another. 
These constant references reveal the force that treaty terms possessed in the 
foreign policy deliberations of Athens.” 

In On the Peace Andocides argues that the Athenians should accept the 
peace treaty offered by Sparta. Throughout the speech Andocides assumes 
that both the Spartans and the Athenians will abide by the terms of the 
treaty if it is made.°° The Athenians will have to forego any attempt to 
regain the overseas possessions of the fifth-century empire; the Spartans will 


55 Bederman 2001: 213 on Thuc. 1.49, 52-3. See also Thuc 6.88.2. 
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not make further demands on Athens that might imperil its democracy. 
Several passages in Demosthenes’ For the Liberty of the Rhodians also reveal 
an atmosphere in which treaty obligations were taken seriously. At one 
point Demosthenes seems to condemn Byzantium and the Persian king 
for breaking treaties.’ This turns out to set up his counter-argument that 
Athens should not be held back by treaty obligations from restoring the 
Rhodian democrats, an argument that implies that opposing speakers made 
reference to treaty obligations.°? Demosthenes also makes a Realist critique 
of treaties as reflecting power rather than rights, again an argument aimed 
at disarming the argument from treaties.® In For the Megalopolitans he 
points out that if Sparta attacks Messenia, Athens will have to come to 
Messenia’s rescue not only on account of its interest but also because of its 
treaty obligations.°+ 

In the Second Olynthiac Demosthenes attempts to show that Philip is 
foresworn; he has reneged on various treaty obligations and is due for a 
fall. The Third Olynthiac insists on Athens’ promise, in what sounds like 
a treaty of alliance, to protect the Olynthians if Philip attacks them — which 
fate they were indeed suffering.°° In the uncharacteristic and compromising 
On the Peace, Demosthenes advises the Athenians not to make any alliances 
or raise any moneys contrary to the Peace of Philocrates.°” He has a second 
legalistic worry, that a decree of the Amphictyonic Council against Athens 
would give an excuse for all Athens’ enemies to unite in attacking it.°° 
The Second Philippic begins with the statement that many speakers have 
condemned Philip for his acts of force contrary to the peace treaty.°? So, 
too, the Third Philippic, On the Chersonese, and the Fourth Philippic all 
emphasize that Philip has broken the Peace of Philocrates.”° In the Third 
Philippic Demosthenes even argues that Philip’s seemingly small infractions 
of the treaty, his seizure of some small towns in Thrace, are still important: 
they are breaches of justice and of religion, the latter because he broke his 
oath.” 

The speech On Halonnesus, parts of which have been discussed above, 
is informed throughout by a legalistic view of interstate relations. Many 
of its arguments rest on various treaties and amendments to them. For 
example, the speaker attempts to show that the Peace of Philocrates was 
unconstitutional, paranomos, at Athens and that Philip had given Athens 
the right to amend the treaty.’* Otherwise, complaints against Philip would 
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have to be made on the basis of that treaty, which Philip apparently had not 
broken. Likewise the speech On the Treaty with Alexander also highlights 
Macedonian infringement of its treaty obligations. This is apparent from 
its opening section: 


Our hearty assent, men of Athens, is due to those who insist that we should abide 
by our oaths and treaties . . . from the very terms of the treaty and from the oaths 
which ratified the general peace, you may at once see who are its transgressors.” 


The terms of the peace and their transgression by the Macedonians consti- 
tute the main arguments of the speech.”* The speaker concludes that the 
Athenians should declare war on Macedon since the treaty requires states 
to make war on whoever transgresses it.” 

A pattern in our assembly speeches suggests that even this catalogue 
may underrepresent the significance of treaties in Athenian foreign pol- 
icy decisions. While Demosthenes dominates this body of evidence, it is 
actually the three non-Demosthenic speeches that are the most legalistic: 
Andocides, On the Peace, and the pseudo-Demosthenic On Halonnesus and 
On the Treaty with Alexander.’”° It may be that most orators relied heavily 
on legalistic arguments, while Demosthenes preferred to deal with the big 
picture in a more emotional and generally moral way. That even Demos- 
thenes referred to treaty obligations in his speeches reveals their importance 
in Athenian decisions about war. Treaties were mutual agreements with 
determinate, written terms. They were public documents ratified by oaths 
to the gods. Ifa speaker could persuade the Athenian assembly that a treaty 
had been breached, he was more than halfway to persuading them to go to 
wat. 


PROCESS AND HIERARCHY 


Law is a process as well as a set of rules. When law could be applied, it 
could replace violence as a way of deciding disputes; arbitration between 
states, in particular, is sometimes explicitly represented as a substitute for 
war.’ But, as Sheila Ager points out, the same problems bedevil the use 
of arbitration between states in the modern and ancient world, since they 
are inherent in an anarchic system of independent states.”* We can expand 
this observation to any application of legal models to states. Since these 
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criticisms come out of the Realist tradition, we have seen them before in 
that context. Here a brief summary will suffice. 

Demosthenes pointed out that the justice is accorded to states in propor- 
tion to their power.” It is clear from the context that he is not talking about 
justice in general, but rather about treaty rights.°° The shaping of treaties by 
power relations is probably ubiquitous but can be particularly clear when a 
treaty ends a war. For example, after Athens had been starved into submis- 
sion in 404, it agreed to “count the same people friends and enemies as the 
Lacedaemonians did, and follow the Lacedaemonians both by land and by 
sea wherever they should lead the way.” In Athens a contract obtained 
through violence or the threat of violence could be declared void.** Hence, 
Andocides and Isocrates try to distinguish between voluntary treaties and 
those imposed on unwilling parties.*? But all treaties, both the consensual 
and the coerced, were sanctified by oath and publicly displayed. And even 
when we do not have as drastic a situation as that of Athens in 404, the 
relative power of states often enters into the terms of their pacts. Thus, as 
Edward Carr observed of modern diplomacy, the sanctity of treaties can 
be “a weapon used by the ruling nations to maintain their supremacy over 
weaker nations on whom the treaties have been imposed.”** 

So even were treaties obeyed, the result would not be justice in any 
pure sense; it might be peace. But it is here that the ideal of law among 
states runs into its greatest problem, the lack of a sovereign authority to 
enforce legalistic solutions. Although written and containing some detailed 
terms, the legal framework provided by a treaty cannot explicitly deal with 
every contingency. Whereas the Athenian juror was authorized to vote “in 
accordance with the most just opinion,” there was no such authority to 
decide on what was “the most just opinion” about an issue not explicitly 
treated in an interstate agreement. Even when a treaty did not seem to 
contain a gap, the application of its terms to the concrete situation — as well 
as the concrete situation itself — could be a matter of disagreement.” And 
again no interstate authority existed to resolve disagreement. Finally, even 
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when one side or the other was obviously breaking a treaty, no authority 
could impose a sanction or punishment. Lysander is supposed to have 
claimed that one should fool children with dice, but men with oaths — 
probably a reference to treaties.*° Such unscrupulous policies were not 
impossible. As Ager notes “law or legal decisions, while binding in theory, 
are potentially empty without force to support them.”*” This observation 
cannot be refuted, but the impression it leaves is excessively pessimistic. 

Indeed, George Sheets and Polly Low have recently presented arguments 
that sanctions are not an important element of the rule of law either within 
a state or among states. They both argue that adherence to law is not 
entirely due to the fear of punishment.®® Since laws are often in line 
with a society’s moral sense, it is hardly surprising that legal sanctions 
do not exhaust the motivations for obeying them. But legal sanctions do 
determine the extent to which a moral system has been supplemented and 
strengthened by the rule of law. Indeed, the Greeks themselves constantly 
attempted to invoke or establish authorities to enforce their laws and 
treaties. Within the state, Athenian law codes notoriously devoted more 
attention to specifying punishments and proper authorities and procedures 
than to defining crimes.® In the interstate realm one of the earliest treaties 
whose inscription has been found, dated to the late sixth century, was 
exceedingly simple and short; but it specified a fine to be paid by whichever 
side defaulted.°° Throughout our period, Greek states attempted to make 
the gods into authorities over their treaties and to specify the sanctions the 
gods were to inflict on treaty-breakers: may “their wives bear children not 
like those who begat them, but monsters.”’' The Greeks were painfully 
aware of the necessity for sanctions and of their dubious enforceability. 
Sheets’ and Low’s arguments are well taken, nevertheless, that the Greek 
world did possess something like a code of laws, the generally accepted 
“laws of the Greeks” and the web of treaties. Regardless of the enforcement 
of these, their interstate regime was different from one without agreed rules 
at all — for example the Mongols and their various victims — and thus Low 
and Sheets are right to insist that the Greek world possessed a system of 
international law. 
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To return to types of sanctions, two distinctions are important. First, 
all aspects of the interstate morality of the Greek states were sanctioned 
by public opinion and actions consequent on that opinion — as we have 
explored in previous chapters. These sanctions were not compelling, but 
they were there and exerted some influence. But it is useful to think 
of the Greek city-states as subject to international law only if we are 
saying something more than that they shared moral values that influenced 
their actions and their judgments. Second, two models of this imperfect 
enforcementare possible: Realists insist that only a hierarchical state system, 
in which one state has power and authority over the others, would make 
possible law enforcement among states; but there is also power in numbers 
and a strong consensus among states allows the imposition of significant 
costs on rule-breakers without hierarchy. Sheets points out that the Greek 
interstate regime is best compared to a “horizontal” legal system in which 
transgressors are punished by peers or by the community at large.” Taking 
up this distinction, we will first consider the horizontal aspects of Greek 
interstate legalism and then the attempts to establish or invoke a superior 
power, a hierarchy, to enforce rules. 

That Greek states insisted that treaties be publicly displayed at Pan- 
hellenic centers reveals the expectation that the opinions of the Greek 
city-states, and the actions consequent on these, provided some sanction 
against breaking treaties. The Greek cities, of course, formed opinions 
about all sorts of behavior or misbehavior by states, but their judgments 
about adherence to treaties possessed particular force. Since a treaty was 
specific and written, it was probably easier to determine which state had 
broken it than to judge other actions or intentions of states, for example 
whether Thebes was acting aggressively under the cover of protecting an 
ally or whether Sparta was behaving ungratefully towards Athens. Written 
treaties have the potential to lessen, though they certainly do not destroy, 
the ability of states to justify in moral terms whatever actions their self- 
interest dictates. In addition, diplomacy was crucial to Greek city-states: it 
allowed them to make alliances and to end wars. A reputation for sticking 
to treaties was a prerequisite for either of these extremely advantageous 
diplomatic procedures. 

Non-hierarchical organizations of states helped to structure and thus 
give clout to the opinions of the Greek World at large — or significant 
subsets thereof. These sometimes possessed enough moral authority and 
power to ensure their decisions could not be disobeyed with impunity. For 
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example, the Amphictyonic Council possessed authority with respect to 
the Delphic sanctuary, festivals, and games that extended over any Greek 
state that took part. It had the authority to impose fines and to ban states 
from “the sanctuaries, festivals and council of the Amphictiony” if these 
were not paid.” In some cases, the authority of Delphi was treated as 
if it encompassed any religious matter in which the member states of 
the Amphictyonic Council were in dispute — such as Sparta’s seizure of 
the Cadmea during a religious festival.°* The Amphictyonic Council was 
also the authority behind an important written limitation of warfare: the 
Amphictyonic states were prohibited from razing each other's cities or 
cutting them off from running water.”° 

But the Greeks did not rest content with publicity and “horizontal law” 
to enforce treaties. They strove in various ways to establish or invoke a 
higher power to enforce the terms of treaties. Most obviously the gods 
directly enforced treaties.°° Their intervention was expected or hoped for 
on three levels. First and most generally there existed the belief that the gods 
punished arrogant behavior, /ybris, by individuals or by states.?” Such a 
conception, however moralistic, was too vague to have much effect on state 
policies — or at least none that we can demonstrate. In addition to perennial 
problems with such a view — for example the prosperity of the wicked and 
misfortunes of the good — few states are likely to have judged their own 
behavior as hubristic. Second, there is some sign that the unwritten laws 
of the Greeks, the various limits on the conduct of war, were viewed as 
sanctioned by the gods. For example, a Theban general in Thucydides 
encouraged his troops before battle to go forth confidently “trusting in 
the support of the god whose sanctuary they impiously occupy.”?* Third 
and most important, all treaties were sanctioned by oaths that called on 
gods, not only as witnesses, but as enforcers who are asked to take action 
against whichever party breaks a treaty.” Indeed, the Greek words for treaty 
include not only the word for contracts, synthékai, but also spondai, after 
the libations made to the gods at the ratification ceremony, or horkoi, after 
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the oaths that are sworn.'°° The treaty between Philip and the Chalcidians 
again provides an excellent example: 


[They shall swear the oath guilelessly] and sincerely, by Zeus, Gé, Helias, Poseidon, 
if they keep the oath, they shall have many benefits, if they break the oath (they shall 


have) many misfortunes. The oath shall be sworn as they sacrifice the victims, by 


both sides.” 


The inclusion of such oaths, sacrificial rituals, and curses upon treaty- 
breakers seems to have been standard practice in Greek treaties — and it 
is attested in a variety of cultures world wide." In addition, a number of 
passages show confidence, to a greater or lesser degree, that the gods do, in 
fact, punish states for disregarding the oaths they swore. For example, since 
the Spartans refused a recourse to arbitration before the Peloponnesian 
War, the Athenians threatened them with the gods who witnessed their 
treaty oath: “we, with the gods we have sworn by as our witnesses, will 
attempt to defend ourselves against any move you initiate.” Both sides 
eventually shared this perception of Sparta’s culpability — at least according 
to Thucydides.’°* Even if the gods did not intervene, to break a treaty 
without excuse was to show impiety and contempt for the gods, qualities 
hardly approved of or conducive to high standing among the Greeks: as 
Plutarch notes in his condemnation of Lysander, “the man who overreaches 
his opponent by breaking his oath reveals that he is afraid of his enemy but 
despises the gods he has invoked.” 

Public display and the invocation of the gods made a powerful com- 
bination. Speakers often emphasized the obligation to obey treaties by 
referring to the oaths that sanctified them.'°° Their force was so generally 
accepted that obedience to oaths could even be used as a shield for interest: 
the Corinthians, subordinate allies of Sparta, refused to acknowledge the 
Peace of Nicias, claiming that an oath to their allies in Thrace prevented 
them from doing so, a pretext according to Thucydides; the Spartans were 
unwilling or unable to insist that the Corinthians act contrary to what they 
claimed were their sworn obligations.'°” 
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If the gods were powerful and if they took their invocation in treaties 
seriously, we might have found a rule of law among Greek states, based on 
their treaties. It might even have been more perfect than the law within 
a state — for who can fool the gods? But, it does not require the thesis 
of a loss of faith in fourth-century Athens, an implausible proposition, 
to explain that the gods were not, in fact, completely trusted to enforce 
treaty obligations. Among other difficulties, it was unclear whether state 
representatives could actually swear on behalf of anybody but themselves. "°° 
And which side broke a treaty and thus deserved divine wrath was often a 
disputed issue. 

But there were other aspects of hierarchy in the Greek world that kept 
it from total anarchy. Once a state joined a strong alliance system, such 
as the Second Athenian League, its sovereignty could be overruled by an 
authoritative and written judgment by the league council: we possess one 
such document in which the Second Athenian League set down terms for 
the resolution of civil war on Paros.'°’ So, too, Sparta pronounced a fine to 
be imposed on its allies in the event that they defaulted on their military 
obligations to the Peloponnesian League."° Within some portions of the 
Greek interstate world and with respect to some issues, interpretive and 
sanctioning authority existed and legalistic judgments were enforceable." 

The Greek states sometimes tried to create a sanctioning and interpretive 
authority in interstate relations by holding a conference to which states 
would send representatives. Such conferences could make new decisions — 
as if they were the assembly within a democratic state — or could judge the 
claims and counter-claims of their members. These assemblies can be placed 
on a spectrum in terms of the degree of hierarchy in their organization; in 
general, the more hierarchical the assembly, the more likely it was that its 
decisions could be enforced, at least against the weaker members. 

Most important, the series of fourth-century Common Peace treaties 
were typically instituted at such conferences. Ambassadors from the partic- 
ipating cities, which seem often to have comprised a large part of the Greek 
World, swore to the resulting treaty on behalf of their states."* It may even 
be that the treaty was held to be binding on all Greek states that did not 
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explicitly renounce it.’ The Common Peace treaty typically proclaimed 
that all the cities in Greece should be at peace and autonomous. This was 
a significant generalization of the terms of the usual bilateral treaty. Some 
scholars have lauded this statement, made by an authoritative body repre- 
senting much of the Greek world, as representing “some kind of definition 
of international law.”"* 

The substance of the Common Peace treaties — the requirement of peace 
and autonomy throughout Greece — were generally held to be praisewor- 
thy and law-like.™ When it came to the enforcement of such agreements, 
opinions varied widely. The enforcing of interstate laws depended on hier- 
archy, which, as we have seen, was viewed with grave suspicion. Admittedly 
there seem to have been Common Peace conferences in which no particular 
state was predominant and also a Common Peace treaty that explicitly gave 
any state that wished the right to enforce the terms of the peace." But 
the Common Peace most often involved at least two degrees of hierarchy. 
First, the Persian king usually stood as the backer of the peace, willing 
to support with money and arms its upholder. Second, the Persian king 
typically supported one Greek state, often a particularly powerful one at 
the time, in enforcing the treaty. As a result, the terms of the Common 
Peace had some chance of authoritative interpretation and enforcement. 
But, just as surely, this enforcement was likely to be biased in favor of the 
king and the Greek state enjoying his support. It was therefore contrary to 
the view of the law as ensuring equal protection for the weak and strong 
alike. 

For example, in the aftermath of the King’s Peace, the first Common 
Peace, Sparta interpreted the autonomy clause as requiring that the other 
Boeotian cities be independent of Thebes and that Corinth and Argos 
sever their union; it was able to enforce these decisions."'’ About forty 
years later the League of Corinth was instituted in a treaty based on the 
Common Peace model." Macedonian power was such that the league's 
decisions could be enforced. But the league’s authority was almost imper- 
ceptibly replaced by that of the Macedonian king — Alexander's exile decree 
provides a famous case of this usurpation of league authority. In four pas- 
sages an Athenian orator refers to the judgment of the king and all the 
Greeks, likely in a Common Peace conference, as if to an authoritative 
body that had declared that Athens rather than Macedonia should possess 
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the Chersonese and Amphipolis. ™’ Clearly, this adjudication in Athens’ 
favor was remembered at Athens and was something to which it was worth 
making reference. But if this decision was enforced at all, it was only in the 
case of the Chersonese and this by means of Athenian military activity.'*° 
The actual status of Amphipolis did not change a whit as a result of its 
assignment to Athens. Nor can this judgment be easily reconciled with the 
ideal that all cities are to be autonomous. 

The Amphictyons had authority within their sphere and used it; gods 
had plenty of power but could not be counted on to use it anytime soon; 
and the enforcement of the terms of the Common Peace corresponded as 
much to the parties’ power as to any legalistic claims or rights to autonomy. 
Another way of establishing a sovereign authority was to use interstate arbi- 
tration: “States that resorted to arbitration were in effect surrendering their 
sovereignty temporarily to the arbitrator.” This is because both parties 
typically agreed to binding arbitration. This abdication of sovereignty 
was, of course, reversible; among states, binding is not. Nevertheless, there 
was enough of a cost to a state’s reputation in reneging after having agreed 
to arbitration so that states who were unwilling to restrict their freedom of 
action often refused arbitration altogether.” 


CONCLUSIONS 


The legal system and thinking that the Athenians applied to the realm of 
states was not the same as a modern system. Some of these differences lay 
in ways in which Athens had not developed as separate a sphere of law as 
modern states have.'*+ Another difference is the non-hierarchical and less 
centralized nature of Athenian justice. In general, these differences make 
Athenian domestic law unsatisfactory by modern standards; they made 
Athenian law more easily applicable to the relations between states; law 
among states is necessarily more like Athenian law than it is like the law of 
a modern westernized state. 

The Athenian systems of law depended to a large extent on self-help 
in the execution of court decisions or even in lieu of a jury trial.’ A 
winning plaintiff in a property suit was expected to take control of the 
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money awarded him on his own. It was eventually possible to have the 
state appropriate the award, but this process required further lawsuits. 
Given this context, the notion, for example, that whoever wanted to could 
act as an enforcer of a Common Peace would have seemed more legalistic 
than it does to us today; legal decisions were not as closely connected 
to their enforcement by a sovereign authority as they are today. Binding 
arbitration is still a legal process today, but in Athens it was common.'*° 
Hence the recourse to arbitration between states would have seemed a 
more familiar and legal process than it does today. It may even be the case 
that arbitration preceded state control of the resolution of disputes.'*” Its 
somewhat primitive nature might have made it particularly suitable to the 
relationship of states, another realm lacking a sovereign power. 

The ideal that a trial should focus very narrowly on the application of 
the law to the facts of the case was much less strong in classical Athens 
than it is in a modern court.’** Even the most charitable view admits that 
Athenian courts took into account the “larger picture” and the history of a 
dispute.'*? At any rate, a fair proportion of law-court speeches concerned 
the general moral character of the litigants, their past crimes or good deeds, 
and attempts to magnify the issues at stake. We have already noted that our 
deliberative speeches often make legalistic arguments and refer to treaties, 
but that they vary greatly in the extent to which they focus on it. That 
approach is paralleled in actual law-court speeches; the application of the 
law is just one part of the case. In both cases, the general merits and status 
of the two parties, the interests of the audience, and the past history of the 
dispute all play as large a role as specific law or treaty terms. 

A final feature of Athenian law courts is also worth considering. The law 
courts did not have judges to direct deliberations, instruct the jury, and 
limit what might be said. Athenians were tried by their peers and nobody 
else. Thus they felt no need in the interstate realms of the equivalent of 
a modern judge to make decisions. A non-hierarchical conference of state 
representatives, such as the Delphic Amphictyons, would have seemed 
quite familiar and a perfectly good way to legislate, to interpret the laws, 
and decree sanctions, whose imposition could either be assumed or assigned 
to whichever state was willing to take on the task. 

Scholars have emphasized one of two basic motivations for the legal 
system at Athens: to resolve disputes without violence or to continue 
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disputes in a different setting.° To some extent this distinction in motiva- 


tion is a matter of perspective. In the abstract or as a general rule, Athenians 
believed that their legal system was a great thing in part because it allowed 
the resolution of disputes without violence.” The motivation of a partic- 
ular litigant, however, was not merely to resolve his dispute, but to resolve 
it to his advantage, to defeat his opponent. This same distinction is appar- 
ent among states. In the abstract, states often put clauses in their treaties 
requiring the resolution of disputes by arbitration because they thought 
that arbitration was better than war.”* When a particular dispute came up, 
one state would offer arbitration with the hope of gaining its goal without 
fighting; the other might refuse arbitration if it feared it would not get 
its way. So, the Athenians and Spartans agreed at the beginning of the 
thirty-year treaty in 446 that disputes should be resolved by arbitration. 
When a particular dispute came up, the Athenians stood by the letter of 
the treaty while the Spartans refused, afraid that they would end up losing 
the case — and disappointing their Corinthian allies. The same observation 
can be made about the Common Peace conferences: these had as their real 
and stated goal the establishment of peace in the whole Greek world. But it 
was always peace on the terms of one state or another; that a legal analogy 
was used did not mean that the result did not involve winners or losers. 
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CHAPTER IO 


Peace 


These attempts to resolve disputes in a legalistic way rather than through 
force imply that peace was generally considered preferable to war.' Never- 
theless, those historians who have tried to evaluate the extent and depth 
of Greek criticisms of and objections to war have come to widely diver- 
gent conclusions. On the one hand, several scholars have searched through 
all the major classical authors and collected, categorized, and discussed 
the passages critical of war, of which there are many.” They have tended 
to come to optimistic conclusions. For example, Gerardo Zampaglione 
was confident that “the problem of universal peace was posed, sometimes 
overtly, sometime less so, at the center of classical and ancient Christian 
thought,” and Wallace Caldwell wrote of “a strong peace movement” in 
ancient Greece.’ Others have argued that this or that particular work or 
author was, in one sense or another, anti-war.* On the other hand, several 
prominent and influential scholars have impatiently dismissed such inves- 
tigations as well as the conclusions they have reached. For example, M. I. 
Finley contrasted the Greek attitudes with “our” modern condemnation of 
violence and attacked those “who blunderingly attribute similar values to 
the Greeks and Romans.” 

Disagreements about the actual content of ancient thought are not quite 
so stark as one would think from such polemics. To begin with, “pacifism” 
has a different and much broader meaning in mainland Europe than in the 
United States or United Kingdom. In Europe attacks against militarism 
or an insistence on stringent criteria for approving wars can count as 
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pacifist.° In addition, even in Anglo-American usage the definition of 
“pacifism” has narrowed over time to include now only principled opposi- 
tion to all wars — which is the way I shall be using it.” So, Caldwell, Nestle, 
Goossens, Bearzot, and Zampaglione may be claiming less for ancient 
Greece than their indignant critics believe. In other cases, one scholar 
asserts A but B: ancient authors viewed war as necessary and military 
prowess and sacrifice as praise-worthy, but they were aware of the horrors 
of war. Another counters with B but A — and with surprising vehemence: 
they were aware of the horrors of war, but they viewed war as necessary, 
and military prowess and sacrifice as praise-worthy.® Since Greek culture 
and politics are multifaceted and diverse, historians on both sides can stress 
the evidence most in line with their views. 

These considerations do not fully explain the stark differences of opinion. 
Generally, those who claim to detect “peace movements” tend to assimilate 
limited criticisms, sometimes of a particular war, with a more general and 
principled attack or they tend to assume that the depiction of brutality 
implies an objection to war or even a program for ridding the world of 
war.” Such a methodology risks, at the least, an excess of interpretive charity. 
The other side is certainly right to deny the existence of pacifism, in the 
strict sense, among the ancient Greeks. Unfortunately, this observation 
too often serves to preclude any further investigation of the subject and 
the rhetoric used is often smug and dismissive. In fact, the categorization 
implied by this approach borders on the bizarre: Greek thinking is non- 
pacifist or not “anti-war” and there is nothing more to say. For example, 
Peter Green argues that Euripides’ Troades is not anti-war in the sense of 
“presenting the view that war is by definition an unmitigated moral evil.” 
But is the distinction between pacifist and non-pacifist the only important 
one when it comes to attitudes towards war? The term “non-pacifist” seems 
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a blunt instrument indeed in that it lumps all stripes of opinion other than 
pacifism in one over-stuffed category. 

Other scholars have introduced a number of distinctions in order to put 
ancient Greece on the wrong side of some line between correct, modern 
pacifism and primitive belligerence. So, Ryder, whose important work on 
the Common Peace, I have discussed already, distinguishes between “selfish 
pacifism” motivated by a desire for the wealth and trade made possible by 
peace and growing out of “war weariness” and a more idealistic pacifism." 
In a similar vein Sealey argues that the anti-war statements of Xenophon’s 
Ways and Means are just clichés and that the desire for peace is common 
in defeated cities.'* Anna Missiou, in criticism of Andocides’ On the Peace, 
will only approve a progressive, leftist pacifism: 


There is a difference between the humane ideal of peace advanced by progressive 
thinkers, for whom peace is linked, to a considerable extent, with the liberation 
struggle against despotism and exploitation, and pacifist phraseology in the service 
of a political cause.” 


So, the few anti-militarist or anti-war passages we find in ancient authors 
are subject to a host of other critiques. It may be correct that, for exam- 
ple, ancient opposition to war was greatest in defeated cities and among 
elite intellectuals worried about social unrest; the problem is when scholars 
imply a dismissive “just” or “merely” when they make such observations. 
That such passages require explanation does not mean they did not really 
exist. A satirical analogy will clarify the silliness of this whole approach. 
Imagine a political scientist who decided that all political views about 
economics, capitalism, class, and wealth were best viewed as either com- 
munist or non-communist. Suppose our hypothetical political scientist 
then decided that only Pol Pot was a true communist; all other commu- 
nists, such as Lenin, were merely superficial reformers who left in place 
many of the structures of old capitalist societies and should be placed into 
the same category as Ronald Reagan. One would wonder about the point 
of this system of categorization and what purpose it might serve; it would 
not be much of an aid to coming to grips with the spectrum of ancient 
opinion. 

It should also be staggeringly obvious that this categorization is not one 
that will usefully distinguish the modern world from that of the Greeks. 
Alas, “we” are not all pacifists. Green seems to believe that “our post-nuclear 
age... regards war by definition as the greatest conceivable disaster, to be 
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avoided at all costs, and its instigators as criminals or moral imbeciles” — we 
have already seen Finley’s characterization of “our” attitude to violence." 
But, pacifists in this strong, Anglo-American sense are far from the majority. 
Far more common are those who, quite aware of the horrors of war — and 
who is not? — do not always believe war is always the worst option, “the 
greatest conceivable disaster.” To move to the other end of the spectrum 
from pacifism, the glorification of war and a militaristic conception of 
manhood are far from dead, and probably as common as pacifism sensu 
stricto. Within a few blocks of my home there actually exists an intersection 
between Gandhi and Patton Streets. I do not know whether the bureaucrats 
responsible for these names had an odd sense of humor or were obliviously 
assigning names from a list of “great men,” but the juxtaposition between 
the Indian pacifist and the American general makes clear the complexity 
of modern views about war and peace. Nor do ancient views fit easily into 
any one category — other than the catch-all non-pacifist. 


GENERAL ANTIPATHY TO WAR 


As part of his denial of significant anti-war sentiment among the ancient 
Greeks, Finley argues that arguments against war “had to be based on 
concrete circumstances, not on a general objection, on a question of tactics, 
not of principle.” This formulation conflates generality and principle 
and requires some unpacking. What Finley seeks and does not find are 
objections to war that are general, compelling, and principled. Were we 
to find such objections, we would have found Athenian pacifism. We will 
not. Nevertheless, questions of generality, impact, and principle can help 
us understand Athenian thinking and its difference from modern pacifism. 
There were specific objections to this war or that, but was there a general 
feeling that war was worse than peace? Do we find the view expressed that 
war should thus be a last resort? Principles, such as the code of reciprocity, 
guided Athenian decisions about any particular war. Was there another 
such guiding principle in the notion that war was morally worse than 
peace? 

For the general preference for peace, we turn first to religion. As we have 
seen, Greek gods were expected to take a role in war, for one side or the 
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other, rather than to try to prevent it.'° There was one exception: Peace 
was a goddess for the Athenians, whose cult seems to have been established 
during the classical period and appears often in vase-painting, comedy, and 
tragedy.” There are already signs of a cult of Peace in Aristophanes’ play of 
that title — although most scholars doubt the story that Cimon established 
an altar to Peace."® Euripides describes Peace as “a child nurturing goddess” 
in the Bacchae; in a fragment he describes her as “exceeding rich and of 
the blessed gods most beautiful.” The goddess Peace is pictured among 
Olympian gods on an altar from Brauron, probably dating from the late 
fifth century.*° Peace was later represented by a cult statue, perhaps the 
famous work by Cephisodotos, of a goddess holding the child, Wealth. 
Vase paintings reveal that Wealth is in turn holding a cornucopia.*' Sim- 
ilarly, in Aristophanes Peace is associated with opdra, the fruit-gathering 
season, a connection that confirms a “link between peace and (agricul- 
tural) prosperity.”** Inscriptions record the amount realized by the sale of 
the hides of the oxen sacrificed at a public festival of Peace in 333/2 and 
332/1, 874 and 713 drachmas respectively.” Given that an oxhide seems 
to have sold for something like 7 drachmas, it is likely that at least a full 
hecatomb of a hundred animals were sacrificed at the festival.” This would 
make the sacrifice to Peace one of the largest in the religious calendar, as 
lavish as the festivals of Bendis or Democratia and, in terms of the sacrifice 
at least, rivaling the City Dionysia. 

Robert Parker has published a cynical view of the cult of Peace.” He 
admits the obviously pacific connotations of the cult statue, but he connects 
the public institution of the cult with a short-lived peace treaty obtained 
by Timotheus after his victory over the Spartans and his formation of 
an alliance with Corcyra in 375.°° Thus, Parker believes that the cult 
celebrated victory more than peace — much as the closing of the temple 
of Janus symbolized Roman victories as much as a state of peace.” It is 
possible that Athenian victories meant that the first few years of the official 


16 Tt may also be significant that, in a fable related by Theopompus, an idealized city of peace is named 
the Pious City (Theopompus FGrH us F 75C [Aelian, VH 3.28.4]). 

7 Raaflaub 2007b: 14. See also Stafford 2000: 173-97 for a full treatment of the cult of Peace. 

Simon 1986: 700 on Ar. Pax 974; Shapiro 1993: 45, 50. 

1 Parker 1996: 229 on Eur. Bacch. 419-20; Nauck 1889: fr. 462. 2° Parker 1996: 229 n. 44. 

Boardman 1995: pl. 24 with caption. 22 Shapiro 1993: 50. 

233 Rosivach 1994: 50-3. 24 Rosivach 1994: 156-7 for price of oxhides. 

5 Parker 1996: 230; accepted by Raaflaub 2007b: 14. Contrast Parke 1977: 32. 

This is the consensus of most scholars and is implied both by Isocrates’ description (15.109—10) and 

a notice in Didymus’ commentary on Demosthenes’ Fourth Philippic (col. 7, lines 65-71 in Harding 

2006: 68-9). See Harding 2006: 185; cf. Munn 2006: 346-9. 

27 See DeBrohun 2007 for a recent treatment of the gates of the temple of Janus. 
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cult’s existence were colored by joy at a “glorious peace.” But as a full 
explanation of the cult of Peace, Parker’s argument is a priori implausible 
and not supported by the evidence. 

First, the Athenians had plenty of ways of celebrating victories and the 
generals who earned them; in this case, Parker notes that “a new Gold 
Victory, the first of the century, appears in the inventories of the Treasurers 
of Athena in 374/3.””° Aeschines mentions that Timotheus was honored 
by a statue.” These were traditional and sufficient memorials of military 
success. With individual and Nike statues available, why celebrate military 
victory with a different goddess, Peace, holding a child, Wealth? And how 
is the cornucopia a military symbol? 

Second, the source Parker prefers, Isocrates, is not “the most reliable 
one,” but a biased witness when it comes to Timotheus. Isocrates says that 
Timotheus: 


won a naval battle over the Lacedaemonians and forced them to agree to the terms 
of the present peace — a peace that so changed the relative positions of Athens and 
of Lacedaemon that from that day to this we celebrate the peace with sacrifices 
every year because no other treaty has been so advantageous to the city.*° 


This passage comes within an extensive section of Isocrates’ Antidosis (101— 
39), long-winded even for him, devoted to praising to the skies his friend 
and student Timotheus. In such a context we can expect Isocrates to 
exaggerate as much as he could any achievement of Timotheus. 

In fact, the Persian king initiated the peace treaty of 375, perhaps since 
he wanted Greece to be at peace so he could recruit mercenaries there 
more easily.” This seems to have given the Panhellenist Isocrates no pause. 
More troubling, Xenophon’s account — like that of Philochorus — stresses the 
difficulties of the Athenians, which led to their desire to make peace with 
Sparta: the Thebans were growing more powerful and not contributing 
money to the war effort, while the Athenians “were themselves being worn 
out by extraordinary taxes, by plundering expeditions from Aegina, and by 
guarding their territory.”** We may, with some scholars, reject the evidence 
of Xenophon, and infer that the Peace of 375-373 was at the time considered 
glorious and not just a relief from a difficult war.? That occasion cannot, 


28 Parker 1996: 230. 

29 Aeschin. 3.243; the victory at Alyzeia may also have been commemorated by a statue group at Delphi 
(Jehne 1994: 64 n. 94). 

3° Tsoc. 15.109—10; see also Philochorus in FGrH 328 F 151. 3! Ryder 1965: 125 on Diod. 15.38. 

32 Xen. Hell. 6.2.1; Philochorus in Didymus, On Demosthenes col. 7, lines 66-70 with Harding 2006: 
184. 

33 See Cawkwell 1963d. 
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however, provide a full explanation for the cult of a goddess, who was 
already well attested in the previous century. And later, when around 353 in 
the Antidosis, Isocrates attributed the large annual festival of Peace with a 
two-year treaty obtained by Timotheus twenty years earlier, he was probably 
stretching his readers’ credulity for the sake of praising Timotheus. After all, 
the battles of Leuctra and Mantinea and the Social War — not to mention 
Spartas loss of Messenia — had intervened, so Sparta’s position vis-a-vis 
Athens could not plausibly be attributed to Timotheus’ victory in 375. 

Finally the recent and more positive dating of an Athenian inscription 
seems to reveal the lavish endowment of a state festival of Peace — either 
a new festival or a Lycurgan revival — in the period from 345 to 320 and 
probably in 335/4.** By this time, more than forty years had passed; it is hard 
to believe the cult of Peace was still about an old and short-lived treaty of 
375 and not really about peace. Nor can this revival have celebrated another 
“glorious peace”; none of the peace treaties Athens obtained during this 
period were anything but humiliating: the Peace of Philocrates, the peace 
after defeat at Chaeronea, and that after defeat in the Lamian War. The 
basic idea behind the cult was a general and large-scale celebration of the 
blessings of peace, among which wealth played a great part.” 

The cult of Peace strongly suggests a preference — all things being equal — 
for peace instead of war. All this is very far from pacifism, but it is a 
preference that seems to be confirmed by a fourth-century diplomatic 
innovation. Beginning with the King’s Peace of 387/6, a series of Common 
Peace treaties attempted to institute peace, not only between the antagonists 
in a single war, but throughout the whole of Greece.*° They typically 
established a state of peace without the time limits of previous peace 
treaties.*” So too the use of eiréné, “peace,” for a treaty has been interpreted 
as implying a higher goal than the vocabulary used before: horkoi, synthékai, 
spondai.*® As T. T. B. Ryder has argued, “people were thinking more widely 
than before that peace was the right state of affairs.” 

Several speakers in the works of historians argue explicitly that war 
should only be embarked upon when necessary. In Herodotus, Croesus 
blames Apollo for encouraging him to go to war with Cyrus: for otherwise, 
“No one is fool enough to choose war instead of peace...”*° A similar 


34 Sosin 2004: 2 n. 3 cites Steven Tracy's identification of the cutter for the range of dates (345-320) 
and argues for 335/4 (7-8). This evidence rules out the peace of 375/4 (Robert 1977: 211 on Roussel). 

35 See pp. 31-3. 36 Ryder 196s: xvi; Jehne 1994: 42. 

37 Alonzo 2007: 223 n. 37 points out that states did not automatically lapse into a state of war after the 
expiration of a spondai of limited duration. 

38 Ryder 1965: xv, 5-6 and Alonzo 2007: 209 accept this pivotal finding of Keil 1916. 

39 Ryder 1965: 6; see also Alonzo 2007: 221, 223 n. 37. 4 Hdt. 1.87.4. 
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formulation occurs in Thucydides, where Pericles says that “going to war 
is great folly for those whose general good fortune gives them a choice.”“' 
So, too, Hermocrates refers to the contrast between war and peace to the 
latter’s advantage as a familiar commonplace: 


Regarding war and how terrible it is, why should anyone rehearse everything it 
involves in a long speech among men who know this? For no one is forced into it 
out of ignorance any more than he is deterred by fear if he believes he will gain an 
advantage.” 


This passage comes in the context of a speech advocating a peace treaty. 
But Thucydidean speakers, whether for or against a particular war, admit 
the general superiority of peace.*> A speaker in Xenophon adds that wise 
men do not undertake war over small differences, but only over important 
matters. *# 

To turn to the oratorical evidence, speakers in the assembly did not 
always confine themselves to the specific and concrete aspects of the war at 
hand or in prospect. In preparing his attack on Aeschines for his conduct 
in the negotiations leading up to the Peace of Philocrates, Demosthenes 
anticipates that Aeschines will invoke the blessings of peace as part of his 
defense.“ He claims that Aeschines is going to try to divert attention from 
the real issue of his bribe-taking by speaking about the blessings of peace: 


[H]e’ll recount all the benefits that accrue to mankind from peace, and on the 
other hand the evils from war, and in general he'll sing the praises of peace; that’s 
the sort of defence he’ll make.*° 


Demosthenes does not even try to counter the praise of peace in general. 
He concedes this point, but denies its relevance to Aeschines’ case. So too, 
in the Fourth Philippic and On the Chersonese, Demosthenes objects to 
Philip’s partisans, who, he claims, stand up and praise peace: 


But whenever any question arises that concerns Philip, instantly up jumps someone 
and says there must be no nonsense talked, no declaration of war, and he at once 
goes on to add how good a thing it is to preserve peace, and what a bother it is to 
keep up a large army, and how “certain persons want to plunder your wealth” . . . 47 


# Thuc. 2.61.1. 4 Thuc. 4.59.2; see also Hdt. 1.87. See also Hajdú 2002: 375. 

#8 Thuc. 1.120.3—4; 2.61.15 4.20.2, 62.2. 44 Xen. Hell. 6.3.5. 

4 MacDowell 2000: 246 notes that Aeschines does not actually make this argument but concedes that 
Aeschines’ historical survey of the results for Athens of war and peace (Aeschin. 2.172-7) — largely 
copied from Andocides — might be construed as praise of peace. See also Isoc. 5.7. 

46 Dem. 19.88. See also Dem. 19.92, 95, Ist, 328, 336. 

47 Dem. 8.52. See also Dem. 10.60. 
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Here Demosthenes counters the argument, “how good a thing it is to 
preserve peace” by connecting it with a selfish concern with money — we 
have seen that he often connects opposition to war with materialism.** He 
regards the non-specific praise of peace to be an argument worth rebutting 
and, even more telling, does not try to counter it directly. But rather he 
goes on to argue that peace was not possible, given Philip’s aggression. 
Demosthenes’ concern with general arguments against war would seem 
to have been justified. A host of oratorical passages mention sundry bad 
effects of war or good effects of peace. These evils of war seem to be 
largely bad effects on Athens. Thus these general criticisms of war strike 
us as largely self-interested. For example, as we have seen, war was and 
was known to be expensive.*? Andocides and Aeschines also claim that 
war can lead to the overthrow of the democracy.’ Aeschines emphasizes 
that the losses incurred in war have allowed inferior foreigners to become 
citizens.” Thucydides already assumes that the possibilities for corruption 
were greater during wartime; conversely Aeschines argues that “peace does 
not feed laziness.”** Most striking, Aeschines and Andocides place a great 
deal of weight on a paradoxical advantage of peace. It allowed Athens to 
gather military resources: to build more triremes, to build up its walls, and 
to amass money in the treasury, money whose main use was to finance 
wars.” The best one can do with this argument is to assume that Ando- 
cides and Aeschines thought that military resources could be squandered 
needlessly or used wisely in a necessary war — and thus they were being 
squandered in the war under discussion. Demosthenes provides confirma- 
tion: he decries the fact that “natural anger you would feel at any sufferings 
in the war” might be directed against “your wisest counselors” rather than 
at Philip.** Again, the anger aroused by the evils of war is a matter of suf- 
fering experienced, not a moral qualm. This impression that the concern 
with the evils of war was largely self-interested is exacerbated by a passage 
from the Rhetoric to Alexander, which lists the arguments to be advanced 
to dissuade the people from going to war. Among them is the tack that 
“we must show that it is not expedient to go to war, dwelling on the dis- 
asters that befall men in warfare...” The evils of war in general were an 
important weapon for orators arguing against wars. Individual wars may 


48 See p. 32. 49 See pp. 31-5. 

5° Andoc. 3.1-12, esp. 12; Aeschin. 2.177 (based on Andocides). See also Isoc. 8.51, cf. 8.104 (war 
destroyed the democracy); 8.88—9 (foreigners become citizens). 

5 Aeschin. 2.173, 177 connects lack of citizenship to enthusiasm for war. 

5 Thuc. 5.16.1; Aeschin. 2.161. 3 Andoc. 3.5, 7, 8—9; Aeschin. 2.173-5. 54 Dem. 8.56-7. 

55 [Arist.] RA. Al 1425a28-34. Even Demosthenes sometimes concedes that peace is in Athens’ interest 
(Dem. 5.24-5). 
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be judged immoral for any number of reasons, as we have seen, but the 
general evils of war were usually subsumed in the category of expedience 
and did not count as moral objections. 

For an orator to worry about the harm wrought by war on a prospective 
enemy seems to have required a broader sympathy than the Athenians were 
willing to entertain while deliberating about foreign policy in the assembly. 
If we spread our net more widely and consider the negative depictions of 
war throughout Greek literature, collected by scholars such as Caldwell, 
Nestle, and Zampaglione, we frequently find a consciousness of the harm 
war inflicts on both sides.°° For example, when Herodotus has Croesus 
claim that only fools prefer war to peace since in war fathers bury their 
sons, he seems concerned with an effect of war that affects all sides.’ Such a 
concern is not usefully contrasted with moral principle; rather the concern 
for the harm caused by war provides a basis for the moral condemnation 
of war.’ 

From this sort of evidence some scholars have reasonably concluded 
that the Greeks considered war a “painful necessity” and only resorted to 
it when there were “compelling circumstances.” The devil, of course, is 
in the details: just what are compelling circumstances? How strong is the 
sense that war is indeed “painful” and thus should be a last resort? Hans 
van Wees, for example, is cynical: despite a frequent insistence on the 
superiority of peace, 


it usually did not take much to convince a Greek community that it was right and 

necessary to make war, however disagreeable, in order to avoid harm or wipe out 
60 

shame. 


The Panhellenic ideal, which was explored above, came closest to providing 
a compelling moral argument against war.® Isocrates consistently decried 
wars among Greeks. Plato's diatribe against such wars comes closest to a 
moral objection that would provide a compelling argument against war 
rather than merely one consideration to be weighed in the balance.‘ For 
most people and states, the argument from Panhellenism was manifestly 
less than compelling. In addition, such a condemnation only applied to 


56 There are passages from philosophers, especially Hellenistic philosophers, that seem to preclude any 
recourse to war, but they typically are only preserved in fragmentary form and do not allow us to 
reconstruct their basis or implications. For example, Zeno of Citium condemned the state, believed 
in the unity of humanity, and considered weapons to be useless (Nestle 1938: 39—40). 

5 Hdt. 1.87. 58 Walzer 1977: 21-33. 5 Zampaglione 1973: 18; Karavites 1984: 165. 

6° Van Wees 2004: 3. Compare E. H. Carr, who cites Lenin with approval: “Absolutely everybody is 
in favour of peace in general” (1946: 52); see also Blainey 1973: 135. 

& Pp. 78-80. & Pl. Resp. 5.470c-d, 471a-b. 
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wars among Greeks. Isocrates, in particular, is quite enthusiastic about the 
prospect of a war against Persia and perfectly happy to praise the warriors of 
the Persian War. He can praise even the aggressive exploits of Timotheus — 
whose successes came against other Greeks. 

Except within the limited parameters of Panhellenism, the evils of war 
did not provide a compelling argument for peace. Today just-war theory 
is subject to criticism on two sides: both Realist objections, “justice is 
irrelevant,” and pacifist objections, “wars can never be just.”° Ancient 
justifications of war were subject to Realist unmasking, but not to the 
argument that the moral objections or general disadvantages of war were 
compelling. The argument that all wars were bad and should be avoided 
if possible was a plausible one; the notion lacks the moral absolutism and 
the compelling force of modern pacifist criticisms. 

Part of this difference comes from the fact that the recourse to war was 
often considered the more moral decision — if, for example, an ally had 
been attacked. Another important factor pertains to the modern category 
of innocents, which often carries much of the weight of the pacifist cri- 
tique: so many people are innocent and will be harmed by any war that 
“war itself turns out to be illicit and the just war theory collapses into 
pacifism.” There are hints of a concern for innocents in ancient Greece: 
Thucydides reports that the Athenians felt that they were doing wrong to 
punish all the Mytilenians and not just the ones responsible for the revolt; 
the suffering of women and children is highlighted in Euripides’ Troades — 
indeed already Homer could portray it with great sympathy.°° Such com- 
passion and concern seem mainly to have influenced feelings about the 
conduct of war rather than the recourse to war; to use modern terms, 
concern for innocents was a matter of jus in bello rather than jus ad bel- 
lum. Some modern pacifists deliberately elide the distinction between the 
two classes of moral judgment: as long as wars are conducted with long- 
range weapons — tanks, artillery, machine guns, bombs, and missiles — 
in inhabited countrysides, civilian deaths are an expected and inevitable 
result. 

Ancient war could be as brutal as modern when cities were attacked. 
Sieges have always been particularly hard on civilians’; the capture of a city 
could lead to the execution of the adult males and the enslavement of the 


6 The Realist objections have been treated above, pp. 154-9. See Wells 1969: 828; Santoni 1991; Ceadel 
1996: 22 for pacifist attacks on just-war theory. See Greenwood 1991 for a specific rebuttal. See 
Walzer 1977 for the most influential and coherent defense of modern just-war theory; cf. Walzer 
2004. 

64 Teichman 1986: 63. 6 Thuc. 3.36.4; Hom. IL 6.450-65, Od. 8.523-31. 66 Walzer 1977: 160. 
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rest of the population. Such situations were the ones that evoked ancient 
concerns about the suffering of the innocent. But most wars did not result 
in such complete destruction of one of the antagonists.” And it could 
rarely have been anticipated that the result of a classical war would be so 
decisive. So the most common and profound effects of many classical wars 
were on the combatants. And, at Athens at least, many of these combatants 
had actively participated in the decisions that led to the war.°* The recourse 
to war, in general, presented less of a moral issue than it does today, when 
wars always involve civilian casualties and when soldiers are conscripted 
to fight wars about whose causes and justification they know little and for 
which they cannot be held responsible.°? 


INDIVIDUALIST, FAMILIAL, AND COMMUNAL 
CRITIQUES OF WAR 


Athenian criticisms of war could originate from the viewpoint of an indi- 
vidual, of a family, or of the whole community. But the militarism of 
Athenian culture made it hard for individual and family critiques to gain 
much footing in a public forum. Although modern critics of war tend to 
think of militarism mainly as the celebration of killing, it also glorifies self- 
sacrifice for the community.’”° The critique of warfare in terms of its effect 
on the individual always risks appearing selfish, materialistic, and ignoble 
when compared with the altruistic willingness to die for the community. 
The individualist critique is best exemplified in the Acharnians 
of Aristophanes. Dikaiopolis’ fervent condemnation of the Peloponnesian 
War seems to derive very largely from selfish and individualistic interests: 
he wants imported food and to enjoy rural festivals on his farm instead of 
having to flee to the city, live among the garbage, and be drafted.” These 
complaints are no doubt real enough and important; they also make for 
good comedy.” The vivid depiction of the horrors of war in individual 


67 Hansen and Nielsen 2004: 120-3. 

68 But see Hunt 1998: esp. 83-101 for the participation of slaves in the Athenian military. Metics, who 
lacked political rights, could also be drafted, but they were not forced to stay in Athens and, in 
fact, many probably left when there was a threatening war. The mercenaries who fought for Athens 
would at least have made a free decision to do so — except insofar as they were compelled to become 
mercenaries out of poverty (Ducrey 1971). 

69 Walzer 1977: 34—41. 7° Ehrenreich 1997. 

7 Tn contrast, the criticisms expressed in Lysistrata tend more to derive from Panhellenism: Lysistrata 
berates the Greek for fighting each other although they are all kindred and the Persians, the real 
enemy, are threatening (Ar. Lys. 1129-36). 

72 A modern parallel would be Joseph Hellers Catch-22, an often comic presentation of the horrors 
of war from the point of view of individual airmen without any serious criticisms of the justice of 
World War Two (Heller 1994). 
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terms is a mainstay of the irenic strain in modern Western culture. For 
example, virtually a whole genre of movies ranging from Al's Quiet on the 
Western Front to Paths of Glory to Born on the Fourth of July and Letters from 
Iwo Jima focus on the plight of individuals in war and give little attention 
to the justice of the wars depicted. But the community ethos at Athens 
was too strong for such complaints to gain much of a political footing.” 
The common good was always supposed to be paramount. Thus, Ando- 
cides, Aeschines, and Isocrates can argue that peace is advantageous since 
it fills the public treasury; but Demosthenes has the upper hand when he 
lambastes individual Athenians for caring more about their private wealth 
than the position of Athens in the Greek world.” In Pericles’ funeral ora- 
tion, soldiers are depicted as valuing their honor and good name and the 
audience is urged to fall in love with Athens. Their devotion is contrasted 
with selfish and materialistic reasons to keep living, for example “the poor 
man’s hope that he might still escape poverty and grow rich.””> Even orators 
arguing for peace generally accept this communitarian bias; they occasion- 
ally succeed in setting the benefit of peace for the community against the 
selfish interests of those who stood to gain from war.”° 

Somewhat more compelling and common was criticism from the point 
of view of the effect of war on families. In epic and tragedy neither heroes 
nor poets are much concerned with the death or suffering of combatants in 
war. That is what men and warriors should be able to endure. They focus on 
and emphasize the effects of these deaths on the families of war casualties. In 
comedy, to take a famous example, the women of Aristophanes’ Lysistrata 
are motivated to end the war to get their husbands back. The sexual aspect 
of their motivation obviously serves comic purposes, but the bonds of 
children and parent are also emphasized in the portrayals of the goddess 
Peace. It is natural enough that, just as war was exclusively the prerogative 
of men, peace should be a woman. The typical representation of peace as a 
woman with a child may also present a second message.”’ In peace, families 
can stay together. Mothers are not threatened with rape nor their children 
with slavery — nor will they grow up to leave for war and not come back. 

In a similar fashion, Aeschines condemns the belligerent policies of 
Demosthenes, which he claims were due to the bribes from the Persian 
king. These policies led to the sacking of Thebes by Macedon. Aeschines 
asks his audience to picture the scene: 


73 Garlan 1975: 17 argues that peace later gained a positive value, but one connected with individualism 
and with withdrawal from civic values. 

74 See the passages collected above, p. 32. 75 Thuc. 2.42.4. 

76 Isoc. 5.73. 77 E.g. LIMC Eirene 6 and 8. 
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[I]magine that you see their city taken, the razing of their walls, the burning of 
their homes; their women and children led into captivity; their old men, their aged 
matrons, late in life learning to forget what freedom means; weeping supplicating 
you, angry not so much at those who are taking vengeance upon them, as at the 
men who are responsible for it all; and calling on you by no means to crown the 
curse of Hellas [Demosthenes] . . . ””® 


Naturally enough, Demosthenes’ disastrous intransigence is represented as 
the result of bribe-taking rather than of manly assertiveness. 

Isocrates claims that imperialistic policies, in particular the continuation 
of the Social War, could only be favored by “some utterly abandoned wretch 
who cared not for sacred matters nor for parents nor for children nor for 
any other thing save for the term of his own existence.””? According to 
Isocrates, fifth-century imperialism had led to cruel acts such as the tearing 
of children away from their parents and, for the Athenians, a siege during 
which children could not be properly brought up.*° Isocrates condemns 
the cost to families of aggressive policies. 

These arguments or advantages of peace only rarely appeared in actual 
assembly speeches. The values derived from gender relations served usually 
to encourage war, just as some historical accounts relate: “women encour- 
aging their men to be more warlike, not less so.”" The difficulties facing 
the individual and familial critiques of war help to explain what seems to 
us the rather impoverished descriptions of the disadvantages of war we find 
in Andocides and Aeschines: they were largely confined to finding com- 
munal losses: triremes and money lost, the overthrow of the democracy. 
The death, maiming, and grief of individuals were regarded as selfish and 


ignoble concerns. 


THE ELIMINATION OF WAR? 


Another contrast with modern thinking is the absence in antiquity of a 
utopian hope that war could be eliminated altogether. Arnaldo Momigliano 
made the case that among ancient Greeks war was considered a “natural 
fact like birth and death about which nothing could be done: and thus 
they were “interested in causes of wars not in the causes of war as such. ”® 


78 Aeschin. 3.157; cf. Dem. 18.41. 79 soc. 8.93. 

8° Tsoc. 8.93. See also pp. 130, 263 on Isoc. 8.82. Compare [Dem.] 11.9, possibly a composition by 
Anaximenes (Sealey 1993: 239). 

8 Schaps 1982; see also Loman 2004. 

8 Momigliano 1966: 120. Similar views are expressed in Murray 1944: 5; Dover 1974: 315; Garlan 
1975: 18; M. Finley 1985b: 68; Croally 1994: 51; Ostwald 1996: 103. Momigliano’s conclusion about 
historical treatments of war is best rebutted by Cobet 1986. 
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Classical Greeks seem usually to have assumed that there would always 
be wars and, in that sense, wars were natural. That belief is still common 
among observers today.® For example, the hopes for a “new world order” 
after the Cold War were criticized at the time and, unfortunately, seem to 
have been exaggerated.** Nevertheless, since the Enlightenment there has 
also emerged an influential belief that war can be eliminated as a way of 
resolving conflicts.” This view seems to have been lacking from the world 
of the Greeks. Only in their notions of the mythical past did the Greeks 
even imagine the elimination of all wars.*° 

On the other hand, the Greeks had a strong medical tradition and, 
though they did not think that they would eliminate death, their doctors 
tried industriously to prevent as many deaths as they could. Indeed, Nestle 
adduces several passages that show that war itself was considered sick and 
unnatural and peace the normal and healthy state of affairs.” Although 
Michael Howard argues that it was only with the Enlightenment that the 
view of war as unnatural became dominant, this attitude was not without 
precedent in classical Athens. ®® 

In modern times the view that war is natural is associated with mili- 
tarism and suspected of making leaders more likely to go to war. William 
Sumner parodied this argument: politicians claim ““War is necessary’ as if 
to conclude, ‘so let’s have a little war now.’ ”® The force of several ancient 
passages is the opposite. Hermocrates admits that “[WJe will go to war 
when it suits us, I suppose, and come to terms among ourselves again, no 
doubt...”; but he does this in the context of a speech urging the Sicil- 
ian cities to make peace to preclude the threat of Athenian interference.?° 
Speakers in Xenophon also admit the likelihood of future wars and even 
that the gods send war to mankind, but they use this as an argument for 
making peace right away: 


We all know that wars are forever breaking out and being concluded... why 
should we wait for the time when we shall have become exhausted by a multitude 
of ills and not rather conclude peace as quickly as possible” 


83 Nestle 1938: 76; Russell 1951: 151; Ostwald 1996: 102. 

84 E.g. Kissinger 1994: 804-36; Brzezinski 2007. 

85 See the excellent treatment of Howard 2000: esp. 2, 7, 25-7. 

86 A warless world, like a slaveless society or the rule of women, was relegated to a place outside history; 
cf. Vidal-Naquet 1986a and Theopompus (FGrH 115 F 75C [Aelian, VH 3.18.4]). 

87 Nestle 1938: 17-18, 75 onwards, e.g., Hdt. 1.87. See also Polyb. 12.25-6. 88 Howard 2000: 25-7. 

89 Sumner 1964: 205. 9° Thuc. 4.64.3. 
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The concession that wars are inevitable was not a council of despair and 
fatalism but rather seemed designed to encourage actions to minimize their 
deleterious effect. Modern parallels are not hard to find; the utopian hope 
for war's elimination may be the most inspiring, but it is not the only strain 
of opposition to war. Bertrand Russell, for example, made an argument 
similar to the ancient ones: “no peace can ensure against war in another 
generation, so let’s make a peace now which is likely to last a while.””* So 
again we find a partial distinction between ancient and modern thinking, 
but not one that shows the Greeks as fatalistic lovers of war. 


CRITICS OF MILITARISM 


Modern objections to war have tended to grow in a mutually reinforcing 
relationship with criticisms of the high value placed on military service and 
prowess.” As important as explicit criticism of war has been the rise of 
competing values in the contemporary world: for example, Joseph Schum- 
peter has argued for a basic opposition between the atavistic, warrior ethos 
driving imperialism — close to what I have been calling militarism — and the 
civil values fostered by capitalism.°* In contrast, ancient criticisms of war 
were limited by the fact that the Athenians viewed “war as a supreme human 
activity and the standard by which human achievement was measured.”” 
Even the authors and works most critical of war reserve their highest praise 
for the warrior, who preserves the community with his skill and bravery 
at great personal risk.°° Ancient valorization of military service was close 
to unanimous. Within the realm of mainstream political debate — that 
is, what could be said within the assembly or before a jury — we find no 
critique. 

A few intellectuals did criticize the prioritization of military virtues. For 
example, Plato criticized Sparta’s emphasis on military success as a measure 
of their political system by bringing in the example of mercenaries: they 
may fight with great skill and even to the death, but almost all of them 
are “heedless, unjust, violent and stupid.”°” Plato argues for the priority of 
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peaceful pursuits and that men should spend most of the time at peace.’ 


Aristotle directly criticizes Sparta for its excessive and unbalanced focus on 
inculcating the military virtues.°? He also argues that “war must be for the 
sake of peace” and classes it among the necessary things rather than the 
noble ones.'°° Constitutions that have as their main goal efficiency at war 
naturally earn his condemnation.’ Both Plato and Aristotle also make the 
obvious rejoinders to the notion that military victory reveals the superiority 
of one state over another: what about big cities that defeat smaller ones in 
an unjust war? Nonetheless, both of their ideal states connect military 
function and political rights. Most conspicuously in Plato’s Republic the 
need for professional soldiers motivates the creation of the guardian class.’ 
Less controversial were judgments that, while not downplaying or under- 
mining the glory accorded to self-sacrifice or prowess, stressed the impor- 
tance of activities and values other than war and militarism. So Aeschines 
insists that the peace-making efforts of ambassadors deserve the same praise 
as the victories gained by generals — a view that finds parallels.'°* This self- 
serving claim is actually reflected in a larger political trend: the domination 
of political leadership by men who had been generals was far less marked 
in the fourth century than in the fifth century.” Leadership in war was 
no longer the predominant avenue to political prominence; men could 
advance because of their speaking ability and the success of the policies 
they advocated. Demosthenes provides an obvious example: his rise was 
due to his eloquence and his policies rather than his military career.'°° 
This trend provides some evidence for a reduced emphasis on military 
virtues in the fourth century. And until recently most scholars believed that 
fourth-century Athens had become less militaristic — that many of them 
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considered this a sign of decadence and a lack of patriotism incidentally 
highlights a modern perspective far from pacifism.” Already the contem- 
porary historian Theopompus condemned the decadence of an Athens in 
which the money that ought to have been used to pay soldiers was dis- 
tributed to the people to celebrate their festivals lavishly; modern scholars 
have sometimes concurred with this judgment." When it came to war, the 
Athenians are supposed to have preferred to remain at home and employ 
mercenaries to fight for them. This picture has, however, been attacked on 
several grounds. 

First, the surviving speeches of Demosthenes dominate our evidence, 
but their goal, to incite Athens to war, makes them unreliable as evidence. 
From our earliest evidence Greek war rhetoric consistently included abuse 
of the audience as “lax in the face of a military threat.” The continuation 
of this motif in Demosthenes tells us little about the fourth century. The 
retrospective speech On the Crown confirms that Demosthenes’ emphasis 
on Athenian apathy is determined by his goal of urging Athens to war. On 
the Crown does not have the goal of goading the Athenians to go to war 
but rather describes the period when they had come to that decision. It 
consequently depicts the Athenians as brave and enthusiastic warriors.''° 
Furthermore, if one believes that the wars Demosthenes advocated were 
stupid and unnecessary ones then no conclusions can be drawn about the 
moral fiber of his audience — whom he represents as apathetic and unwilling 
to serve in person — other than that they did not want to fight stupid and 
unnecessary wars."'' In other ways too our surviving evidence can present 
a distorted contrast between the fifth and fourth centuries. Thucydides 
generalizes about Athenian enthusiasm and activity, but, for the fourth 
century we also possess law-court speeches, which necessarily involve mis- 
behavior. For example, Apollodorus Against Polycles and Demosthenes’ On 
the Trierarchic Crown highlight trierarchs quarreling over their monetary 
obligations and represent the crews as deserting or incompetent. The com- 
parison of such speeches with — to take an extreme but famous example — 
Pericles’ funeral oration in Thucydides, with its fulsome praise of Athenian 


197 See the references in Burckhardt 1996: 1-13 and recently Samons 2004: 143-62, esp. 154. 

18 Theopompus (FGrH 115 F 213) with Shrimpton 1991: 170. See also Justin’s Epit. 6.9, probably based 
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patriotism and willingness to die for country, gives a misleading impres- 
sion. It taxes credulity to think that no trierarchs misbehaved or crews 
deserted in the fifth century; it is simply that law-court speeches have not 
survived from that period." If we compare like with like and look at the 
fourth-century funeral orations of Hyperides and Demosthenes, we see 
that these portray the Athenians as equally patriotic and brave as their 
fifth-century ancestors.’ 

Second, Leonhard Burckhardt has argued persuasively and in great detail 
that military service and prowess continued to play an important part in 
the constellation of Athenian values and that the ideal of the citizen soldier 
persisted throughout our period.''* My tabulation of claims of military 
service in the extant law-court speeches is consistent with this finding. ™ 
The more often litigants mention military service and the more weight 
they place on it, the more can we infer that such service was an important 
part of being a good Athenian."° The frequency of claims of service in 
law-court speeches suggests that the military virtues remained important. 
Three-quarters of the speeches that make claims of service in every period 
mention military service — the numbers are too small to be any more precise 
than that. 

Third, when they had to, the Athenians did march out to fight. Phillip 
Harding points out that the Athenian hoplites went out en masse to fight at 
Nemea (394), Mantinea (362), Chaeronea (338), and Crannon (322)."” The 
Athenians mainly employed mercenaries for distant campaigns and garrison 
duty or those with special skills the Athenians lacked — or as a necessary 
supplement to the city’s full levy as in the campaign before Chaeronea or in 
the Lamian War.” Mixed crews of citizens, metics, foreigners, and slaves 
manned the navy throughout the classical period, in the fifth century as 
well as the fourth." 

Despite all these counter-arguments, I find a decline in enthusiasm for 
war in the fourth century plausible: reducing to subjection an island in the 
fifth-century empire with a navy paid for by tribute was not the same as 
paying out of your own pocket and then fighting a defensive war against the 
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formidable Macedonian army.'*° But this seems more a matter of practical 
circumstances rather than a shift in basic values. Insofar as my emphasis 
on the interstate roots of militarism is correct, the high value placed on 
military service and prowess was unlikely to change until Athens felt either 
unthreatened or impotent — as perhaps it did in the Hellenistic period. 


INTELLECTUALS AND POLITICIANS 


When we consider the spectrum of views about war and peace in the ancient 
and contemporary world, we need to specify whose views they were and in 
which context they were expressed. The dichotomies of Finley and Green 
fail largely because they are comparing apples and oranges, the ideals of 
some modern intellectuals and the public statements of active politicians 
in Athens. To flesh out the full spectrum of possible Athenian beliefs, I 
have been canvassing any and all opinions on war and peace rather than 
sticking to the public oratory that reveals mainstream opinion. But our 
understanding of this spectrum will be clarified by the contrast between 
two groups of people, politicians and intellectuals, and thus two types of 
sources, written tracts and assembly speeches. 

Four intellectuals, Plato, Aristotle, Xenophon, and Isocrates, expressed 
the most explicit and searching criticisms of war and of militarism. 
Although we noted that even these thinkers were not consistent and did 
not come close to modern pacifism, they did maintain a degree of indepen- 
dence from popular views. Plato, in particular, was willing to go where his 
argument led regardless of conventional opinion: the elimination of prop- 
erty and the family in the Republic and his insistence that it was better to 
suffer than to commit injustice are cases in point. Aristotle, Xenophon, and 
Isocrates were less eccentric in their beliefs; however, these tended not to 
reflect popular conceptions, but rather the opinions of the rich, educated, 
and respectable. All four wrote to be read. They anticipated a readership, 
literate and leisured, rather than an audience, the common people in the 
assembly or the courts. As we have seen, the rich were more likely to oppose 
wars. They also had less of a stake in a militaristic basis for social status, 
since their own positions were justified in a variety of ways: the possession 
of money, superior education and culture, birth into prominent families. 

While both ancient and modern critics of war and militarism came 
disproportionately from the ranks of the intelligentsia, we find also a 
contrast. From the beginning of the twentieth century, pacifism has been 
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overwhelmingly a left-wing idea in contemporary society: for example, 
Zampaglione argues that “if wars were removed, fundamental changes in 
social priorities would threaten the ‘establishment.’”’*' But the ancient 
critics of war tended to be anti-democratic to a greater or lesser extent. 
All four made fundamental criticisms of a democratic society such as 
Athens, which had no property qualification for citizenship and gave an 
equal vote to the poorest illiterate, the richest sophisticate, and the wisest 
philosopher. They preached to an audience among the elite and nervously 
condemned rather than celebrated the prospect of social unrest. The Peace 
Societies of Victorian Britain might provide a better modern parallel to their 
concerns than do twentieth-century intellectuals. In these the prospect that 
warfare might lead to social unrest provided an important motivation for 
membership: one scholar claims about Victorian pacifism that it was “never 
a doctrine about war alone but a demand that particular class interests be 
preserved and protected.”™? At least as early as Thucydides’ description of 
events at Corcyra, war was known to be an important factor exacerbating 
the class hatred that led to civil war. The danger of stasis, civil war 
between the parties of the rich and poor, certainly worried Xenophon, 
Plato, and Aristotle; it may have played some part in their criticisms of 
Greek wars and militarism. With Isocrates the threat of social unrest was 
almost an obsession.’** It motivated in part his criticisms of wars among 
Greek cities and his clarion call for a war against Persia.'* 

To turn to active politicians, some scholars have posited a party of “mod- 
erates” or even “pacifists” — in the European sense” — in fourth-century 
Athens. Jacqueline de Romilly in particular points out correspondences 
between the expressed views of Isocrates, Xenophon, and Aeschines and 
the policies of Eubulus — to whom we might also add Phocion. She argues 
that these men were at the center of a party of moderates, opposed to 
some extent to full democracy, imperialism, and war.'*” Recent scholars 
have made telling criticisms of this picture. To begin with, Raphael Sealey 
points out that neither Isocrates nor Xenophon was an active politician.’ 
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Although some of the opinions expressed by Xenophon and Isocrates may 
have found sympathetic ears among active orators and thus provided some 
portion of the intellectual atmosphere of the time, Sealey is right to con- 
trast writers, such as Xenophon and Isocrates, with politicians. The latter 
were constrained by their constant need to persuade the common people 
of Athens and by the realities of maintaining security in a dangerous world. 

When we look at the actual policies of the remaining “moderates,” 
Eubulus, Aeschines, and Phocion, we find that none of them were anti- 
war in any strong sense. To begin with, two of them had distinguished 
military careers. Phocion was famous for having been elected general no 
less than forty times!'*? Aeschines does not seem to have been a general, but 
his military service was distinguished and he was decorated for his service 
in Euboea.° Eubulus and Aeschines were sometimes opposed to distant 
campaigns, but they were entirely willing to use force to defend Athenian 
interests. For example, the opposition to Demosthenes’ proposals to fight 
Philip in the north in the late 350s and early 340s was arguably based on a 
better understanding of Athens’ limited resources than on any opposition 
to war in general.’ Eubulus’ attempts to unite southern Greece to fight 
against Philip can hardly be labeled pacifist and he seems to have moved 
other proposals against Macedon.'** Phocion seems also to have favored 
Athenian campaigns in Euboea in 348, Megara in 343, and Byzantium 
in 340/39, hardly the policy of a quietist. After war against Macedonia 
broke out in 340, Aeschines, Eubulus, and Phocion all “closed ranks” with 
Demosthenes to help Athens oppose Philip.'*+ 

All active Athenian politicians were willing to go to war if necessary to 
ensure Athens’ interests or to protect its security. But just as politicians 
today tend to hold different views about how much “necessity” justifies 
a war, so too Athenian politicians and the Athenians in general differed 
about issues of war and peace. A variety of sources indicate that Eubulus, 
Aeschines, and Phocion sometimes opposed going to war or supported 
peace initiatives at junctures when this was the minority opinion.» In that 
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sense, they can be described as “moderates.” We do not, however, know 
the basis of their objections. Many factors might have inclined a citizen 
in the assembly or a politician to favor accommodation of Macedonia: a 
foreboding about the likely outcome of war, admiration of Philip's accom- 
plishment, even a feeling that Thebes was more of an enemy than more 
distant Macedonians. One such factor was probably the feeling that wars 
should not be undertaken unless necessary and that conflict with Mace- 
donia did not meet this criterion; this would explain why Demosthenes 
characterizes his opponents as praising peace and devotes so much energy 
to proving that war really was necessary. This is as far as we can go. 


AFTER THE SOCIAL WAR 


The most general criticisms of war seem to have been limited to intel- 
lectual circles and thus largely to the rich and oligarchic. They were also 
concentrated in time: Athens’ defeat in the Social War and the secession 
of many of the most important allies from the Athenian League seem to 
have provoked disillusionment with Athens’ aspirations to leadership in 
the Greek and had certainly impoverished the city. This period saw the 
publication of the two works most critical of warfare that have survived 
from the fourth century: Isocrates On the Peace and Xenophon’s Ways and 
Means. Both focus on Athens’ desire for domination as the root cause of its 
wars.'*° In neither case can we claim that the author was a pacifist; rather 
both seem to believe that some wars are just and necessary and others 
not. What distinguishes these works are their attacks on militarism and 
the strong impression they leave that the “necessity” to go to war is to be 
defined in a stringent rather than a permissive way. 

Xenophon’s Ways and Means was probably finished in 355, after 
Xenophon had returned to Athens, after his long exile, and shortly before 
he died.’ The work consists mainly of suggestions for improving the 
financial position of Athens through government intervention, for exam- 
ple the public purchase of slaves to work the silver mines. Xenophon makes 
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it clear that the maintenance of peace is crucial to the success of the reforms 
he proposes: 


[I]f it seems clear that the state cannot obtain a full revenue from all sources unless 
she had peace, is it not worth while to set up a board of guardians of peace?”™® 


Although the name and purpose of these guardians of peace is clear, their 
specific responsibilities are unknown — as are the duties of the “guardians 
of the peace” actually instituted when Athens joined the League of Corinth 
after Chaeronea.'*? 

Not only is peace necessary for Xenophon’s financial reforms; economic 
growth will allow Athens to be more peaceful. Xenophon begins his work 
with a criticism of Athens aggressive foreign policy: he observes that Athens 
is viewed with suspicion because “owing to the poverty of the masses, we 
are forced to be somewhat unjust in our treatment of the cities.”™° Thus 
he clarifies the ultimate goal of his economic projects: it is to allow the city 
to act justly in its foreign affairs. Athens should renounce aggression and 
imperialism and gain the respect and love of the Greek world through its 
just conduct and efforts for peace.'*' The one concrete and contemporary 
case that Xenophon treats avoids all bellicosity: all Greece would be grateful 
if Athens would help to assure the autonomy of Delphi, “not by joining 
in war, but by sending embassies up and down Greece.”'** It is not clear 
whom Xenophon thought the Athenians might fight beside and whom 
against; it was Athens’ allies the Phocians who were occupying Delphi and 
the hated Thebans who would claim to be liberating it. So we cannot be 
sure about what sort of a war Xenophon is deprecating. In any case, he 
stands against entering into the war and would rather have Athens work 
for its diplomatic resolution. 

The outlook of the Ways and Means is also nota militaristic one. When he 
enumerates the enthusiasm of different sorts of people for a peaceful Athens, 
he mentions merchants ofall sorts, intellectuals, poets, and those who enjoy 
watching spectacles either religious or secular. ™® Soldiers and generals are 
conspicuous by their absence, especially considering the prominence of the 
military role in Greek society and values. He also counters the criticism 
that true glory comes only from warlike exploits: 


If any are inclined to think that a lasting peace for our city will involve a loss of 
her power and glory and fame in Greece, they too, in my opinion, are out in their 
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calculations. For doubtless those states are reckoned the happiest that enjoy the 
longest period of unbroken peace; and of all states Athens is by nature most suited 
to flourish in peace.'*4 


This is not really an argument but a bald assertion that a militaristic set 
of values does not correspond with our knowledge of what makes a state 
happy. John Dillery has shown that Xenophon recommends that Athens, 
in the world of Greek states, “follow a policy of quietism borrowed from the 
world of the individual apragmon,” the citizen who did not seek political 
prominence but was content with his private life.“ This ideal was the 
opposite from the militaristic ideal of the involved citizen and the activist 
Athens portrayed in Pericles’ funeral oration and in many of Demosthenes’ 
speeches. 

Xenophon’s other works are far from showing this pacific spirit. Rather 
they seem imbued throughout with a profound interest in war and war- 
fare, which sometimes verges on enthusiasm. His political philosophy is 
decidedly militaristic; those best suited for war are also the best rulers." 
For example, his Cyropaedia and Constitution of the Lacedaemonians are, 
to a large extent, devoted to the praise of militaristic societies — as long as 
they remain true to their values. In the Agesilaus he eulogizes this Spartan 
king, a tireless warrior and belligerent statesman. Even his insistence on the 
just and pious conduct of states in the Hellenica hardly prepares us for the 
renunciation of force in the Ways and Means.'*’ And upon close inspection, 
even here, Xenophon has not left militarism and warfare behind entirely: 
the improvement in the city’s finances resulting from his reforms will allow 
full pay for military training and service and the Athenians “will become 
a people more obedient, better disciplined, and more efficient in war.”'** 
He has not abjured preparedness for war, but it is certainly overshadowed 
in the Ways and Means by other concerns. Finally, he explicitly denies 
pacifism: 


But some one may ask me, Do you mean to say that, even if she is wronged, the 
state should remain at peace with the offender? No, certainly not; but I do say 
that our vengeance would follow far more swiftly on our enemies if we provoked 
nobody by wrong-doing; for then they would look in vain for an ally." 


Xenophon merely insists that Athens act justly and that such action will 
be to the city’s advantage; that he thinks it necessary to deny pacifism at 
all makes it clear that his conception of what would require war would not 
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be a permissive one, an impression already suggested by his reaction to the 
Phocian seizure of Delphi. We can soften the contrast between the Ways 
and Means and the rest of his works and, indeed, with the mainstream of 
Athenian militarism. It will not go away. 

Isocrates’ On the Peace is a political pamphlet in the form of a speech and 
also belongs to the period of the end of Social War or shortly thereafter.’*° 
Here Isocrates subjects Athenian militarism to a withering attack and 
expresses strong condemnation of war and imperialism.’ He argues that 
Athens should not make peace only with its rebellious allies but should 
make peace “with all mankind” on the terms of the King’s Peace, a Com- 
mon Peace requiring that all Greeks be independent.” Such a peace would 
involve the renunciation of all imperial aims, but Isocrates argues at length 
that the possession of or aspiration for an empire has brought Athens noth- 
ing but grief.” Thus what, in Isocrates’ opinion, is the goal of Athenian 
wars is less than worthless. War itself is contrary to Athens’ interest: 


[T]he orators who exhort us to cling fast to peace have never caused us to suffer 
any misfortune whatsoever, whereas those who lightly espouse war have already 
plunged us into many great disasters. However, we have no memory for these 
facts but are always ready, without in the least advancing our own welfare, to man 
triremes, to levy war-taxes, and to lend aid to the campaigns of others or wage war 
against them, as chance may determine, as if imperiling the interests, not of our 
own, but of a foreign state.” 


In addition to these disadvantages of war, such wars have given Athens a 
bad name among the Greeks." 

Isocrates also attacks the optimism with which orators try to convince 
the assembly to go to war: 


For some of us appear to me to be overzealously bent on war, as though having 
heard, not from haphazard counselors, but from the gods, that we are destined to 
succeed in all our campaigns and to prevail easily over our foes." 


At one point, Isocrates almost seems to be against war in general. He claims 
that Athens should rid itself of war forever and realize that “tranquility is 
more advantageous than meddlesomeness, justice than injustice, and atten- 
tion to one’s own affairs than covetousness of the possessions of others” — 
a quietist position similar to the one that Dillery detects in Xenophon.'” 
Together these passages provide as compelling a critique of war as we find 
in classical Greece. 


5° On the date of On the Peace see p. 165 n. 58; on its nature and purpose see pp. 21-2. 


15t On this aspect of the speech see Gillis 1970; Davidson 1990; Bettali 1992. 52 Isoc. 8.16. 
53 Tsoc. 8.64—120. 154 Tsoc. 8.12. 155 Tsoc. 8.19. 156 Tsoc, 8.8. 157 Tsoc. 8.26. 
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This attack on Athenian belligerence and imperialism is linked to an 
attack on Athenian militarism. Isocrates attacks the fifth-century Athenian 
empire and its practices: 


For so exactly did they gauge the actions by which human beings incur the worst 
odium that they passed a decree to divide the surplus of the funds derived from 
the tributes of the allies into talents and to bring it on the stage, when the theatre 
was full... and not only was this done but at the same time they led in upon the 
stage the sons of those who had lost their lives in the war, seeking thus to display 
to our allies, on the one hand, the value of their own property which was brought 
in by hirelings, and to the rest of the Hellenes, on the other, the multitudes of the 
fatherless and the misfortunes which result from this policy of aggression.’® 


Athenian state sponsorship of children who had lost their fathers in war 
was elsewhere a matter of great pride.'” It represented the community’s 
bestowal of glory and material resources to encourage those who had and 
who would risk their lives for it in war. Isocrates also paints a grim picture 
of the annual funeral oration, another ritual inculcating militarism by the 
public praise of military prowess and sacrifice and another institution of 
which the Athenians were proud: 


In a word, it was at that time a matter of regular routine to hold public funerals 
every year, which many both of our neighbours and of the other Hellenes used 
to attend, not to grieve with us for the dead, but to rejoice together at their 
misfortunes.'°° 


In the place of Athenian pride at the funeral oration as showing the 
honor paid to self-sacrifice in war, Isocrates only mentions grief. Instead 
of impressing visitors with the nobility of Athens, the funeral oration only 
publicized Athenian losses — and to a Greece so hostile as to rejoice at the 
death of Athenians. This was not the kind of thing that could be said in 
the assembly.“ 

Isocrates also claims that the superiority of Athens lies not in the art 
of war or government, but in the quality of the Athenians’ education 
in thought and speech."®* This somewhat self-serving argument for an 
intellectual and teacher would have irritated Athens’ martial pride — and 
raised suspicions that Isocrates was hostile to the democracy. It implied a 


158 


Isoc. 8.82-3. 

19 E.g. Aeschin. 3.154; Thuc. 2.46.1; Arist. Pol. 2.1268a; Dem. 60.32; Plato, Menex. 248e. See also 
Stroud 1971 and Herrman (forthcoming) ad Hyp. 6.27. 

160 Tsoc. 8.87. We also find mockery of the funeral oration in Plato’s Menexenus and in Demosthenes’ 
Exordia 33, but these are directed more against Athenian self-flattery than with the basic problem 
of trying to celebrate death. 

161 See Gillis 1970: 197. 162 Tsoc. 15.293—4; cf. 15.306-8. 
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scale of values in which the intellectual virtues could trump the military 
ones. 

Isocrates does not mention in On the Peace the Panhellenic project for 
which he is best known and which seems to have always been close to 
his heart. Elsewhere the connection between establishing peace in Greece 
and invading Persia make Isocrates as much of a war-monger as a pacifist 
despite his condemnation of wars among Greeks: 


What I have to say on these points is simple and easy: It is not possible for us to 
cement an enduring peace unless we join together in a war against the barbarians, 
nor for the Hellenes to attain to concord until we wrest our material advantages 
from one and the same source and wage our wars against one and the same 
enemy.!% 


The absence of this motif in On the Peace can be attributed to the par- 
ticularly hard times and pessimistic mood of the times; Athens was in no 
position to lead Greece against Persia and Philip had yet to emerge as a 
likely leader.'°* But even within Isocrates’ On the Peace we find signs that 
Isocrates approves some wars. He hopes that the acquisition of land in 
Thrace will allow the settlement of the exiles, mercenaries, and impov- 
erished Greeks, whom Isocrates found so unsettling.’ So too, Isocrates 
praise of the Persian War generation does not bespeak an opposition to 
war. Nevertheless, On the Peace was overall harshly critical of Athenian mil- 
itarism and belligerence. Isocrates did not address the assembly but only 
wrote pamphlets for a literate and elite audience; he took the condemna- 
tion of war this far in only one speech. Nevertheless, it is possible that 
such sentiments may have been uttered in the assembly and approved by 
some Athenians; perhaps by some of those speakers whom Demosthenes 
castigated, those who praised peace. 66 

As long as Athens found itself in a dangerous world, in which Athens 
could be threatened directly or through its grain supply, it was unlikely 
that anti-war arguments would progress much further than those offered 
in the Ways and Means or On the Peace. Since this dangerous interstate 
environment also provided powerful incentives for militarism, Isocrates’ 
critique on that score was also as strong as one is likely to find — and was 
not maintained in his other works. 


163 Tsoc. 4. Almost any treatment of Isocrates covers his Panhellenism, e.g. Laistner 1927: 15-24; Baynes 
1955; Cawkwell 1982: 318, 325-7; Romilly 1992. 

164 Laistner 1927: 18; Cawkwell 1982: 325. 165 Tsoc. 8.24. 

166 See above, pp. 244-5; cf. Pericles’ denunciation of citizens who would like to abandon the empire: 
Thuc. 2.63.2-3. 
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Conclusion 


This book has aimed to treat the totality of Athenian feelings and thoughts 
about war, peace, and alliance, based primarily on the evidence of the 
assembly speeches of the fourth century Bc. My basic methodological 
assumption has been that the skilled and successful orators whose works 
we possess did not waste their time with arguments or emotional appeals 
that were not likely to be persuasive. That they made such a variety of 
arguments strongly suggests that Athenian decisions were complex: no sin- 
gle consideration or system of thought seems to have dominated Athenian 
decision-making to the exclusion of others. This conclusion may, in part, 
be due to the nature of our evidence. We possess the arguments, but we can 
rarely tell whether some were decisive and others not.' Notwithstanding 
this limit on our knowledge and the inclusivity it enforces, three salient 
attributes of Athenian thinking have emerged repeatedly. 

First, the use of domestic analogies was pervasive. The different internal 
practices and values that were applied to the relations of states ranged 
from the simplest and most intimate, the household metaphors, whose 
application to states served mainly to evoke emotional responses, to the 
more complex and distant relations of reciprocity and law, which allowed 
for a more complex and analytical approach to issues of foreign relations. 
Of course, most orators wanted to win both the “hearts and minds” and 
deployed arguments derived from a range of domestic analogies in their 
speeches. 

Second, the rationality of Athenian thinking was not limited to those 
arguments that explicitly invoked calculations of interest. In some respects, 
militarism, reciprocity, and a touchy sense of honor, legalism, and even the 
general preference for peace served well Athens’ long-term interests. They 
should not be considered simply emotional responses that diverted Athens 


* Occasionally a contemporary historian explains the actual basis for a decision, e.g. Thuc. 1.44. But, 
as in this case, modern historians have tended to distrust such analyses. 
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from the path of interest; they had their strategic roots as surely as they 
were based in dearly held values. 

Third, Athenian thinking about interstate relations was profoundly 
shaped by its context within a Greek world consisting of independent 
states sharing a common culture and language. This context ruled out 
status-based arguments rooted in a sense of ethnic or religious superiority 
or natural enmity. Communication was relatively easy and true misunder- 
standings rare. Finally, the Greek world was often imagined as an audience 
of peers who would judge Athenian decisions and to whom these needed to 
be justified. The deliberate balance-of-power calculations of leading Greek 
states contributed to the maintenance of the political division of Greece, 
disastrous from the anachronistic point of view of Greek nationalism but 
crucial to the sophistication and the overall modernity of Greek interstate 
relations. 

In my treatments of the various strands of Athenian thinking, the ques- 
tion of how these compared with modern views has surfaced occasionally 
and been in the background more often. I have tried to strike a balance 
by exploring both the ways that Athenian thinking differed from modern 
Western ideas and the similarities between the two. But, in conclusion, I 
will admit that, nuance aside, I am left with an overwhelming impression 
of familiarity. A summary of the main reasons for this feeling will provide 
a recapitulation of my main findings; it will also highlight the main way in 
which this study differs from much recent scholarship on Athenian foreign 
policy: I have emphasized the modernity of much Athenian thinking and, 
just as important, have invoked the broad range of attitudes and the often 
atavistic way that people think about war, peace, and alliance today. 

Important economic considerations shaped Athenian foreign policy: 
the hope for direct material gain was least among them in a period in 
which war was, and was regarded as, costly rather than profitable. More 
important, Athenian dependence on trade — especially the import of grain — 
recommended an engaged and active foreign policy. This policy could be 
imperialistic or bellicose, but did not have to be: indeed, war was liable to 
jeopardize trade; the Athenians most needed dependable access to grain. 
The United States’ reliance on imported oil springs to mind as an obvious 
parallel. For the time being at least, this dependence commands the US 
government’s attention but all its economy needs is a steady supply of oil, 
which it can obtain in a variety of ways — and often has obtained — without 
war or imperialism. 

In many respects militarism has been on the decline since the Middle 
Ages, but the praise and rewards accorded to prowess and wartime sacrifice 
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for the community, conspicuous in classical Athens, are hardly alien in 
modern states. Such militarism serves a useful function for states — and will 
do so until war disappears — but it can make them more liable to go to 
war. War can provide a critical arena in which groups and individuals can 
gain in status. In addition, excessive optimism, encouraged by distorted, 
militaristic patriotic histories, can make the recourse to war more attractive 
and hence likely today and for classical Athens. 

The modern aspiration to a foreign policy independent of religious 
and ethnic distinctions finds no parallel in Demosthenes’ Athens. Athens 
took the nature of other states into account in its relations with them. 
Nevertheless, this was but one consideration among many and a limited 
one at that. The homogeneity of the Greek world limited the application 
of ethnic criteria — malleable to begin with. Even the anti-Persian thrust of 
Panhellenism was far from a compelling idea; the Greekness — or not — of 
Macedonia was far less important than its actions. Religious wars in the 
modern sense were unknown among the culturally and religiously similar 
Greek city-states; Athens was ill favored to compete in the religious politics 
that did arise and thus religious factors play less of a role in its foreign policy 
than in that of some other states. An egalitarian ideal coexisted with and, 
to some extent, mitigated the vast differences in power and size between 
Greek city-states. States’ political systems provided one way of making 
judgments about them. Athens professed — as does the United States today — 
to support democracies; in neither case is this a full or fair explanation of 
their foreign policy. The issue of intervention in another state’s internal 
affairs evoked an ambivalence similar to that it evokes today. 

The Athenians structured their feelings about foreign relations in terms 
of domestic analogies derived from slavery and from family structures and 
gender relations that were quite unlike those that characterize societies after 
the abolition of slavery, the demographic revolution, and Women’s Liber- 
ation. Nevertheless, war rhetoric invoking freedom, manliness, and living 
up to the ancestors — like those in Tom Brokaw’s The Greatest Generation — 
is common throughout the world and far from incomprehensible.” Nor 
when the most powerful nation on earth has a Department of Homeland 
Security and fights supposedly pre-emptive wars can we regard any of the 
ancient extensions and abuses of the right to defend the home and family 
as something distant and unfamiliar. 


> Brokaw 1998. President Lyndon Johnson was afraid he would be mocked as “unmanly” if he lost 
Vietnam (Karnow 1984: 485). 
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The calculations of interest that the Athenians took account of in their 
foreign relations are just as central to policy decisions today. One can also 
detect the same equivocations about the course to follow when interest and 
justice seem to point in different directions. As in the Athenian assembly, 
Realist arguments are less common today as part of an overall ethical 
position — which would have to approve of advantageous genocide, for 
example — than as a way to unmask specious moralizing and to curb the 
emotional force of hate and anger in foreign policy. Indeed, the elimination 
of disadvantageous wars would be a great step forward for world peace. 

The modernity of interest and Realism will arouse little objection; in 
contrast, the proponents of reciprocity and honor as the guiding principles 
of Athenian foreign relations take a resolutely primitivist stand. There 
are, admittedly, differences of degree between the prominence of honor 
in ancient thinking about the relations of states and in policy discussions 
today. But too stark a contrast cannot be maintained. Reciprocity and honor 
played their part in ancient thinking, but they provided but one system 
of judgment among several. The relationship of honor and interest was as 
often complementary as opposed — and was seen as such. So too today, 
states act and statesmen talk as if honor were still alive and well.’ States 
still seek to repay harm and benefits, aware of the long-term advantages of 
reciprocity as well as guided by moral feeling and basic emotions.* 

Greece knew no unified body of international law such as exists today; 
the interstate laws of the Greeks consisted of unwritten rules guiding the 
conduct of diplomacy and war and of the written and sworn terms of 
treaties. No permanent organizations such as the United Nations claimed 
to represent the Greeks and impose its judgments on them, although 
Common Peace conferences included many Greek states and often acted 
as if their decisions were binding upon all Greek states. These differences 
notwithstanding, two commonalities are striking: as in the classical period, 
so today people look to the application of law among states as an alternative 
to violence; second, the lack of authoritative sanctions among states is an 
unfortunate defect manifestly shared by modern and ancient legalism. 

A professed preference for peace in general was as characteristic of Athens 
as it is common today and was equally ineffectual as a curb on specific 
wars. Anti-war and anti-militarist pronouncements are attested, especially 
among wealthy intellectuals, but the Athenians never produced the prin- 
cipled and compelling condemnation of all wars seen today in pacifist 
thinking. Whether this is a good or bad thing is a matter of opinion; 


3 Amply demonstrated in O’Neill 1999. 4 Axelrod and Keohane 1985. 
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the reader may already have gleaned that my sympathies lie with just-war 
theory as propounded by Michael Walzer rather than with pacifism.’ Nev- 
ertheless, many scholars who emphasize the foreignness of ancient Greek 
foreign policy also insist on its bellicosity. But condemnation of the “the 
squabbling cities of old Greece” ignores the obvious.° They were succeeded 
by the warring Hellenistic kingdoms, and after more than two thousand 
years are being dismissed in a twenty-first century that shows few signs of 
abandoning war, which is perhaps not such an easy matter. 


5 Walzer 1977. 

é Davidson 1997: 106. This contemptuous attitude is particularly common among historians of 
Macedon, e.g. Errington 1990: 70-1, 74, and Hammond 1994: 77, but it is also found in 
general treatments, e.g. Demand 1996: 285. 


APPENDIX I 


Speeches and texts 


Scholars agree that our nineteen core speeches were written by fourth- 
century orators. But do they reflect what the orators actually said in the 
assembly? A strong prejudice against written speeches meant that Athenian 
speakers did not read from a text either at a trial or in the assembly — nor 
did stenographers record their words as they spoke.’ A perfect fit between 
our texts and the words of a speaker is improbable. In addition, several 
scholars have suggested the possibility that the texts of speeches were revised 
after they had been delivered.* These issues make the relationship of our 
oratorical texts and the actual words spoken a complex and disputed one. 
A full treatment is fortunately not necessary here. The crucial issue is not 
whether our texts are different from actual speeches, but whether they are 
systematically different in such a way that would jeopardize our use of 
them as evidence for popular Athenian thinking — both topics treated by a 
variety of scholars. 

Professional speech-writers drafted law-court speeches for clients to 
memorize. These drafts were close to what was actually said — insofar 
as the client succeeded in memorizing them.’ Written versions of these 
speeches were circulated as advertisements for the speech-writer and some 
have survived to this day. Such texts may have contained revisions and thus 
not have duplicated exactly the client’s pre-trial version, but the goal of such 
revision was not to appeal to a different audience. It was rather to show 
to better advantage how skilled the author was at persuading an Athenian 
jury. For example, the readers of forensic speeches, potential litigants or 
students of oratory, were typically rich. Some of them probably despised the 


! Hudson-Williams 1951: 68. 

> Some prose works, although never intended to be delivered, were written in speech form: for example, 
Isocrates’ On the Peace and Archidamus. 

3 Although Dover 1968 and Usher 1976 disagree about the relationship of clients and writers of forensic 
speeches, such speeches must have been composed by somebody beforehand for a client to practice. 
The issue of imperfect memorization has occasioned little discussion, mainly because we have no 
useful evidence on the subject. 
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majority of Athens’ citizens as low-born, uneducated, fickle, and gullible. 
The last thing, however, that they would have considered desirable in a 
speech to an Athenian jury would have been an honest expression of this 
contempt. 

When the author and speaker were identical, forensic speeches need not 
have been written out in full beforehand, but they probably often were. 
In particular, the oratorical art of Demosthenes involved precise wording, 
prose rhythm, and a host of linguistic features such as the restriction of 
hiatus. Such a speech would be better worked up in a full draft than 
in outline.’ Scholars agree that four speeches (Demosthenes, On the False 
Embassy, On the Crown; Aeschines, On the False Embassy, Against Ctesiphon) 
were probably drafted as part of the antagonists’ own preparations for these 
trials — and more was prepared than could actually be spoken in the limited 
time available to the litigants.° 

Other factors governed the circulation of deliberative speeches: politi- 
cians did not normally publish the texts upon which their speeches were 
based — if they wrote out their speeches at all.” So what are our texts? Schol- 
ars have proposed three basic theories: our texts may be political pamphlets 
in the form of speeches; they may be drafts written as preparation for giving 
a speech; they may be radical revisions of preparatory drafts or re-creations 
of actual speeches given without the benefit of a draft. 

The pamphlet theory implies texts addressed to the concerns of a reading 
audience, probably elite and possible non-Athenian, rather than to those of 
the assembled Athenians. Since elite opinions on war and peace could differ 
significantly from popular views, pamphlets composed for an exclusively 
elite audience might well not represent the thinking of the average Athenian 
in the assembly.’ But Charles Adams long ago pointed out the flaws in the 
pamphlet theory.” Demosthenes, in particular, with his excellent delivery, 
his access to the assembly, and his interest in immediate, practical effects 
on foreign policy, had little reason to concentrate his energy on writing for 
a small group of readers — and he certainly would not publish unpopular 
opinions at the risk of alienating the voters in the assembly.'° Pamphlets 
seem to be the work of rhetoricians and intellectuals rather than active 
politicians. For example, Isocrates was apparently incapable of speaking 


4 E.g. Pearson 1975; Wooten 1977; Slater 1988; and Yunis 2001: 17-26. 5 Pace Tuplin 1998: 297. 
é E.g. MacDowell 2000: 22-6. 7 Hudson-Williams 1951: 68-9. See also Hansen 1984. 
8 See pp. 256-64. 9 Adams 1912 followed by Trevett 1996b: 33-5 and Fox 1997: 198. 

‘© Most of the speeches seem too strictly Athenian in their appeals to have been originally designed 
or extensively revised for circulation to other cities (Adams 1912: 9). The thesis of Hansen 1984: 70 
that Demosthenes published speeches when his policies were not adopted and enshrined in decrees 
still faces the objections to the use of political pamphlets by a frequent speaker. 
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before a large audience. He was more interested in his influence on an 
educated elite than in an immediate impact on the decisions of the Athenian 
assembly. He advocated unpopular ideas. He did this in political pamphlets 
addressed to an elite readership." 

Despite the prejudice against written assembly speeches, Demosthenes 
prepared some of his speeches in writing — and some of them so extensively 
that they “smelt of the lamp.”'* His experience as a speech-writer for the 
law courts, an unusual background for a prominent Athenian statesman, 
and his initial difficulties with delivery — his famous stutter — probably 
recommended the practice of writing out full drafts of his speeches. And, 
indeed, the majority of our extant deliberative speeches are by Demos- 
thenes; very few other deliberative speeches seem ever to have been in 
circulation.” Thus, the surviving texts of assembly speeches were prob- 
ably based on drafts written in anticipation of oral presentation. Jeremy 
Trevett, in particular, argues that many of the peculiarities of the delib- 
erative speeches can be explained on the hypothesis that they are drafts, 
found among Demosthenes’ papers after his death and published.'* Such 
a theory implies that our speeches are close to what Demosthenes said in 
the assembly — or what he planned to say, which is just as good. 

Several challenges to the reliability of our texts have focused on the 
possibility of extensive revisions to a text after a speech was given. On 
the one hand, evidence exists for some revision: for example, a speaker 
sometimes refers to an event which took place during a trial and which 
could not have been known or guessed at before.” Other speeches provide 
evidence of an essentially unrevised draft written before giving a speech: 
Demosthenes’ On the False Embassy preserves references to Philocrates as 
present in Athens, although he had fled before the trial took place. This part 
of our text must have been written before the trial and not revised."° Most 
arguments for revision are more subjective and depend on a scholar’s sense 
of whether a speech-writer could anticipate an adversary’s arguments or the 
level of organization and the style we would expect in an oral presentation. 
Accordingly the extent of revision is controversial.’” 


See pp. 21-2. 

Hudson. Williams 1951: 73. Dorjahn 1947 collects the evidence for written preparation, but also 
shows that Demosthenes must have been able to extemporize on occasion. See also Tuplin 1998: 293 
and Trevett 1996b: 433. 

3 Hansen 1984: 60-8. 14 Trevett 1996b contra Tuplin 1998. See also Yunis 1996: 241-7. 

1 E.g. MacDowell 2000: 24 on Aeschin. 2.4, 153. 16 MacDowell 2000: 24-6. 

17 Worthington 1991a is most extravagant: “any resemblance between the Stage One product (the 
speech) and the Stage Two product (the publication) may be little more than coincidental” (68). 
Most scholars emphasize the essential congruence between the written and oral speech: Edwards 1995: 
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The goal of an orator’s revision of his speeches is more crucial to this 
study than its extent. Such revision may have aimed at a more polished and 
tightly organized speech. It may have served to make the speaker of a law- 
court speech look better after the fact.’ But only a systematic reworking of a 
speech for a different audience or a different goal would undermine the use 
of deliberative oratory as evidence for popular thinking.’? Several consider- 
ations persuade me that the revision of deliberative orations did not distort 
the actual arguments used to this extent. Stylistic features suggest that our 
surviving texts were designed as orations.” More telling, oratory presents a 
populist version of history with an anti-intellectual slant — in striking con- 
trast to Thucydides, for example, who did write for an elite readership.” 
The attitudes of oratory, both forensic and deliberative, parallel those in 
Aristophanes’ comedies, plays patently aimed at a general audience.** So, 
if our speeches were rewritten with elite readers in mind, their goals may 
have been parallel to those of texts of trial speeches: they must have aimed 
not to persuade those elite readers, but rather to demonstrate to them how 
an orator should persuade the Athenian assembly. 

This would be quite sufficient for our purposes. The position is probably 
better than that. It is a reasonable assumption that Demosthenes already 
put forth his best persuasive efforts when it counted, when the assembly 
voted. If Demosthenes wanted to circulate his assembly speeches — which he 
may or may not have” — and devoted any time to revision, it was probably 
to accommodate better the attitudes and prejudices of his audience in cases 
when he had perceived that some arguments had fallen flat.** Thus, the 


4, 108 on Andocides, On the Peace; MacDowell 2000: 24-6 on Demosthenes, On the False Embassy; 
Yunis 2001: 26-7 on Demosthenes, On the Crown. Other scholars countenance the possibility of 
significant revision in specific cases: Sealey 1993: 132-3 on the First Philippic; Usher 1999: 242-3 on 
the Fourth Philippic, a special case to be examined below. 

Todd 1990: 167. 

Usher 1999: 192, 215 n. 155 posits such reworking in some cases, but his argument is stronger for 
Against Leptines than for the deliberative speech For the Liberty of the Rhodians. 

Pearson 1975 presents the most decisive evidence for this: the different levels of speaking ability 
assumed by different speeches. The early deliberative speeches and speeches written for private 
persons avoid long, unbroken sections that would require a trained speaker to pronounce effectively. 
Only when Demosthenes wrote for himself in his maturity as a speaker, did he compose these 
“virtuoso passages.” 

Dover 1974: 11 and Pearson 1941. Cf. Milns 1995: 11. 22 Dover 1974: 9—10. 23 Trevett 1996b. 
Demosthenes could have revised his speeches to show himself as possessing more foresight than he 
actually possessed — see p. 181 on Demosthenes’ pride in his forecasts — or, in general, to show himself 
in a better light. There is little sign of this and several contrary indications. Critics of Demosthenes 
harp on his failure to see Philip as a threat before 350: in particular, a sentence added to On the 
Liberty of the Rhodians 24, in which Demosthenes refers in passing to Philip, would have put this 
speech in line with Demosthenes’ self-image as a prophet. In the light of Thebes’ later alliance with 
Athens, Demosthenes could also have added some hints of this possibility or, at least, not attacked 


SC & 


20 


2 


È 


274 Appendix 1 


most likely changes to our texts — and I believe that even these are rare and 

minor — are these revisions that make the texts better represent popular 
we 

views. 


NOTES ON SPECIFIC SPEECHES 


Andocides, On the Peace 


I accept the arguments of Edwards 1995: 107-8 in favor of the authenticity 
of Andocides, On the Peace; contra Harris 2000. 


Demosthenes 13 


The authenticity of Demosthenes 13, On Organization, is controversial: 
Sealey 1967: 251-3, 1993: 235-7 rejects this work as most likely composed 
by a later rhetorician, but Trevett 1994 argues that Demosthenes was its 
author and Usher 1999: 215-16 agrees though less definitely. On account 
of its disputed status, I have not included it among my core speeches 
and have only occasionally adduced evidence from it, only to support 
arguments based on other evidence. 


Demosthenes 9 


The Third Philippic is undoubtedly Demosthenes’ work, but it survives in 
a long and a short form. At issue are the sections that are only in the longer 
version: were these additions the work of Demosthenes or a later editor? 
Sealey 1993: 234-5 argues persuasively for the Demosthenic authorship 
of both versions — and holds that the longer one was delivered in the 
assembly and then revised for distribution throughout the Greek world — 
now supported by Wooten 2008: 167-73. Nevertheless, I have alerted the 
reader in the two cases where I cite material that is only in the longer 
version. 


Demosthenes 8 and 10 


Two long sections are common to the Fourth Philippic (Dem. 10) and On 
the Chersonese (Dem. 8), but both seem to be by Demosthenes — although 


Thebes (e.g. Dem. 20.109 and 9.34). See also Fox 1997: 200 “Above all the misplaced advice to keep 
Thrace weak between three kings could have been edited out of Speech 23 when Philip promptly 
exposed its folly. None of these opportunities was taken.” 

235 Pace Tuplin 1998. 
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Dem. 10 has been called unfinished and rough. Various scholars have pro- 
posed explanations for this oddity: Adams 1938; Daitz 1957; Worthington 
1991b; Trevett 1996b: 439; Usher 1999: 241-3, Sealey 1993: 232-3, Hajdú 
2002: 44-9, 451-71. Although the Fourth Philippic seems to have been 
the original speech from which material was borrowed for use in On the 
Chersonese, we cannot be sure which, if either, text formed the basis of a 
speech delivered in the assembly. This is a case where the thesis of Trevett 
1996b, that our texts are rough drafts prepared in advance, is particularly 
apt (see also Hajdú 2002: 49). And as long as Demosthenes wrote these 
two speeches in preparation for speaking in the assembly, we can still use 
their arguments as evidence for popular conceptions. 


[Demosthenes] 7 and 17 


These speeches are not by Demosthenes, but most scholars believe that 
they are contemporary texts and derive from the speeches of other anti- 
Macedonian politicians, possibly Hegesippus and Hyperides respectively. 
Thus, they provide evidence for the types of arguments that might be 
expected to convince the assembly and are particularly valuable precisely 
because they are not by Demosthenes. They have not attracted much 
scholarly attention, but Ryder 2000: 73—4 accepts the attribution of [Dem.] 
7 to Hegesippus as does Sealey 1993: 177-8. Schaffer 1885-7: 111.206—10; 
Sealey 1993: 240; and Cawkwell 1961 all agree that On the Treaty with 
Alexander, [Dem.] 17, is a contemporary speech. 


APPENDIX 2 


Plato and Aristotle on the causes of war 


In the Republic Plato argues for a purely materialist and internal explanation 
for war: states attack their neighbors to gain their possessions, especially 
their land. He can imagine a city fighting such a war to escape poverty: the 
people in the Republic’s original, self-sufficient city will not have too many 
children “lest they fall into either poverty or war.”’ But the main thrust of 
his argument is that the “unlimited acquisition of wealth, disregarding the 
limit set by our necessary wants” drives cities to war.”* In the Phaedo Plato 
specifies the reason why people want “wealth and luxuries” and sums up 
the entire causal chain: 


It [the body] fills us with wants, desires, fears, all sorts of illusions and much 
nonsense . . . Only the body and its desires cause war, civil discord and battles, for 
all wars are due to the desire to acquire wealth, and it is the body and the care 
of it, to which we are enslaved, which compels us to acquire wealth, and all this 
makes us too busy to practice philosophy.’ 


Plato thus attributes the drive to war to the desires of the body and links 
it with a deplorable lack of individual self-restraint. These attitudes find 
parallels among critics of Athenian foreign policy such as Isocrates.* 
Aristotle does not provide an overarching theory of the cause of war, but 
he too mentions material motivations for war. To begin with, he emphasizes 
the role that competition for food or carnivorous behavior plays in what 
he describes as war among animals, either of different species or within a 
species.’ More significant, he emphasizes the acquisition of slaves as a goal 


1 Pl. Resp. 2.372b-c. 

> PL. Resp. 2.372e-374a. See also Pl. Resp. 8.547b-c. 3 Pl. Phd. 66b-d. 

4 Davidson 1990: 29 characterizes Isocrates’ On the Peace as “a highly moralising characterisation of 
imperialism, directly comparable to an individual’s relationship to his pleasures and desires.” Cf. 
Men. Dys. 745; Menander seems to have been opposed to an active Athenian foreign policy and, 
perhaps, sympathetic to Macedonia (Major 1997). 

5 Garlan 1989: 27 on Arist. Hist. an. 608b—610b. 
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of war. Although slaves were not the only possible profit in warfare, their 
acquisition attracts Aristotle’s particular attention: 


Now if nature makes nothing incomplete, and nothing in vain, the inference must 
be that she has made all animals for the sake of man. And so, from one point of 
view, the art of war is a natural art of acquisition, for the art of acquisition includes 
hunting, an art which we ought to practise against wild beasts, and against men 
who, though intended by nature to be governed, will not submit: for war of such 
a kind is naturally just.° 


Although Aristotle’s view of the motivation of warfare, like Plato’s, includes 
material factors, two distinctions between Aristotle and Plato are striking.” 
First and most obviously, Plato’s description of war is manifestly a blanket 
condemnation: the acquisitiveness that leads to wars is a deplorable effect 
of the body’s insatiable desires. Aristotle, on the other hand, considers the 
enslavement of natural slaves a just reason for war since such wars lead to 
the imposition of a natural hierarchy. Second, Aristotle’s materialism is not 
as all-encompassing as Plato’s: material gain is only one motive for warfare. 
The phrase “from one point of view” in the passage above is a translation 
of the Greek particle, pds: this is a significant hedge.” And necessarily so, 
for, as we have seen, Aristotle elsewhere suggests other just motives for 
war — not to mention unjust ones — and does not reduce all motivations 
for war to the quest for slaves.? 

In contrast to Plato’s view, wars were a source of pride for most Athe- 
nians. Not only did the Athenians celebrate their success, but also their 
motivations, such as the defense of liberty or the succor of the weak and 
unjustly treated. Plato’s argument that the origins of war lay in greed and 
the needs of the body calls all these motivations into question: its result 
would be the “unmasking” of all these pretensions and would reveal the 
true and ignoble motivations underneath. 

Plato’s hostility to material motivations is not the only reason for his 
dismissal of the grounds advanced in the assembly for Athenian wars. 
Plato’s hostility to the democracy and the oratory upon which its decisions 
were based are well known. Plato, indeed, uses the same images of gross 
or infantile sensuality to condemn the Athenians for their execution of 
Socrates and for their military victories and consequent acquisition of 
empire. In the Gorgias Socrates predicts how he will fare if he is brought to 
trial: 


6 Arist. Pol. 1.1256b20-26; see also 1.1255b37—39 with Garlan 1989: 28. Cf. Pl. Soph. 222c, another 
Platonic criticism of warfare. 

7 Ostwald 1996: 105; contra Garlan 1989: 31. 

8 Schiitrumpf 1991-2005: 1.315. Cf. Ostwald 1996: 105, 13-16. 9 Pp. 74-5. 
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“For IIl be judged the way a doctor would be judged by a jury of children if a 
pastry cook were to bring accusations against him.”*° 


The decisions of the fifth-century empire, even those that resulted in the 
famous victories of which the Athenians were most proud, were flawed in 
the same way. Plato attacks Athens’ fifth-century democratic leaders such 
as Pericles, Cimon, Miltiades, and Themistocles, men famous for their 
military victories." He depicts the leadership of these men in negative 
terms: 


For they filled the city with harbors and dockyards, walls, and tribute payments 
and such trash as that, but did so without justice and self-control.” 


He compares what these leaders did for the city with the activities of 
well-known purveyors of luxuries, who did not deserve to be called good 
caretakers of the body just because they provided wonderful bread, pastry, 
and wine.” The accusation of sensuality is used against the democracy 
both in the decisions of its jury-courts and in the foreign policy and 
wars determined by the assembly. For his part, Aristotle’s ties with the 
Macedonian royal family gave him no reason to favor the policies of a 
Demosthenes or, more generally, an Athens that fought three wars with 
Macedonia in a generation. During the last of these, the Lamian War, he 
fled the country, in part out of fear that his Macedonian connections would 
get him into trouble." 

Plato’s and Aristotle’s dismissal of the stated grounds of war, then, does 
not spring entirely from a materialist theory of war's origins at odds with the 
terms of assembly debates. Rather, an elitist contempt for the masses and 
democratic deliberations made such a theory more attractive. Particular 
disagreements with the specific alignment of Athenian foreign policy also 
contributed to their hostility. 


1P], Gre. 521. ™ PI. Gre. stsc—d. Cf. Pl. Grg. 502e. 
12 PI. Greg. 519a. See also Grg. 503c, 517b—519b; Pl. Resp. 4.422c-d. 
3 PI. Greg. 518b. 14 Strauss 1991b: 229-32. 
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Claims of service 


TWO CONCLUSIONS 


(1) References to military service to the state were as common as those to 
financial contributions in Athenian law-court speeches: with remarkable 
consistency over time, approximately the same fraction of speeches discuss 
financial contributions and military service. Both could show character or 
establish a debt of gratitude — although the latter claim was always a prickly 
subject and there were standard rebuttals to such claims. 

(2) Neither claim was de rigueur: more than half of our extant speeches 
contain no such reference. Such claims play little role in deliberative or 
epideictic speeches. If we subtract these speeches (approximately 25) from 
our total, we still find that claims of service are mentioned in 58/120 law- 
court speeches, that is, less than 50 percent of them. 


METHODOLOGY 


The largest group of passages comprises those in which a litigant talks 
about his own services, but derogatory remarks about an opponent are also 
common. I have counted such references even when they may be merely 
informational, for example “I happened to be out of the country serving 
as a trierarch when he died,” on the assumption that skillful speechwriters 
reveal why somebody was out of the country or not depending on the 
impression the reason will make. I have also included sundry other passages 
where claims of service are discussed, but not with direct application to 
either the plaintiff or defendant or their families. These references indicate 
the relative prominence of financial and military service in the Athenian 
consciousness. Their inclusion, however, tends to inflate the number of 
speeches which I describe as including a claim of service. This means that 
my second conclusion above is actually stronger than it appears; had I not 
included such references the proportion of speeches including claims of 
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service would have be even smaller. The corpus of orations is large and 
this list is probably not comprehensive — and I did not count references in 
fragments.’ Nevertheless, I would be surprised if any omission I have made 
would substantially change the picture. 


THE DATA 


I Totals by period and grand totals 


Breakdown of claims 


Speeches Financial Military 
Period with claims contributions* service? ‘Trierarchy® 
450-404 4/8 (50%) 3/4 (75%) 3/4 (75%) 1/4 (25%) 
403-378 21/46 (46%) 16/21 (76%) 17/21 (81%) 10/21 (47%) 
377-356 8/22 (36%) 7/8 (87.5%) 5/8 (62.5%) 3/8 (37.5%) 
355-338 12/40 (30%) 9/12 (75%) 10/12 (83%) 7/12 (58%) 
337-322 9/17 (53%) 7/9 (78%) 7/9 (78%) 3/9 (33%) 
Undated 4/15 (27%) 4/4 (100%) 1/4 (25%) 1/4 (25%) 
Totals 58/148 (39%) 46/58 (79%) 43/58 (74%) 25/58 (43%) 


Financial contributions include personal outlay, but not the administration of state 
moneys. 

Military service does not include financial contributions even for warfare; it does include 
service as a general. 

Trierarchies always count as financial contributions; I only count them as military service 
if the passage makes it clear that the person commanded his ship in person as well as 
outfitting it. 

Source: I used the speech lists and dates in Ober 1989: 341-9 and especially in 349 nn. a-f. 
I did not canvass or count the nine speeches embedded in Thucydides, Plato’s Menexenus, 
Demosthenes 11-13, 61, Letters, Exordia, or Isocrates 19. 


a 


2 Passages and totals by period 


(A) 450-404 BC 


Speech Financial contributions Military service Trierarchy 
Andoc.2 11, 17-18 12, 17-18 

Antiph.2 2.2.12 2.12 
Antiph. 3 2.3 

Lys. 20 23, 24 14, 23, 24-5 

Total 3 (75%) 3 (75%) 1 (25%) 


1 E.g. military service in Dinarchus fr. C 14 from Against Proxenus. 


(B) 403-378 BC 


Claims of service 
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Speech Financial contributions Military service Trierarchy 
PL. Apol. 28e 

Andoc. 1 IOI, 147 

Isae. 5 36-8, 41-2, 44, 45 42, 46 36, 41, 45 
Isae. 11 50 (11.50?)* 

Isoc. 16 35 15, I7, 21, 28, 29, 35 

Isoc. 18 59-62 59-62 59-62 
[Lys.] 6 46-7 46 46 

Lys. 7 3I 41 3I 

Lys. 10 21-2, 27-8 

Lys. 12 20, 38 38—40, 42 38 

Lys. 14 7-8, 15, 17, etc. 

Lys. 16 14 13-18 

Lys. 18 24-7 

Lys. 19 22-3, 42-3, 62-3 42, 62 
Lys. 21 I-I0 9-II, 20, 24-5 2, 5-10 
Lys. 25 4, 12-13 4, 12 12 

Lys. 26 3—4, 22 2I 

Lys. 27 9—10 

Lys. 29 3 3 

Lys. 30 15—16, 26 26 

Lys. 31 15-16 14 

Total 16 (76%) 17 (81%) 10 (47%) 


* Section numbers in parenthesis refer to passages that I found it hard to categorize. 
For example, serving as a general is a military service, but does Demosthenes’ role 
in acquiring allies and bringing together a great army count? Or does erga parallel 
to /e:tourgia suggest military action? I did not count such passages in my totals. 


(C) 377-356 BC 


Speech Financial contributions Military service Trierarchy 
Dem. 22 (8), (42), 63 

Dem. 28 24 

[Dem.] 49 46 

Dem. 50 9, I-13, 52, 58-9, etc. II—I}, 52, 58-9, etc. II—I}, 58-9, etc. 


Dem. 51 I, 5-6, etc. II, 18, etc. I, 5—6, II, 18, etc. 
Isae. 4 27, 29 27, 29 

Isae. 6 (1) 5, 60 1559 (1), 5, 60 

Isae. 10 20, 25 

Total 7 (87.5%) 5 (62.5%) 3 (37.5%) 
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(D) 355-338 BC 


Speech Financial contributions Military service Trierarchy 
Aesch. 2 147-51, 167-70 

Dem. 8 70-1 

Dem. 19 166-72, 229-30 113 230 
Dem. 20 30-5, 41-5, 149, ISI, etc. 59, 68, 76-83, etc. 26-8, IŞI 
Dem. 21 13-14, I5I-67 95, 143-6, 148, 162-3, 171-2 15I-7 
Dem. 23 211 196-9, 212, 214 

Dem. 45 66, 85 85 
[Dem.] 46 20 20 20 
Dem. 57 37-8, 64 

Isae. 2 6, 42 

Isae. 7 32, 35, 37-40 35, 41 32, 35, 38 
Isoc. 15 145 107-13 (101-2) 145 
Total 9 (75%) 10 (83%) 7 (58%) 
(E) 337-322 BC 

Speech Financial contributions Military service Trierarchy 
Aesch. 3 17, 19, 23 175-6, 181, 187, 184-8, 212, 243, 253 19 

Dem. 18 II2—I3, 257, 268, 311-13 285-6 (229-31, 237, 248, 299-300) 257 
Dem. 25 76-8 (76) 

Dem. 34 38-9 

Din. 1 (96) 12, 16—17, 71, 81-2 

Din. 2 17-18 17-18 

Din. 3 I2, 17 

Hyp. 1 col. 16 cols. 16—18 

Lyc. 1 139-40 8, 37-8, 46, 5I, 57, etc. 139-40 
Total 7 (78%) 7 (78%) 3 (33%) 
(F) Undated speeches 

Speech Financial contributions Military service Trierarchy 
Dem. 36 39-42, 57 

Dem. 38 25-6 

Dem. 52 26 

Dem. 53 5 5 5 

Total 4 (100%) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 


Source: As listed in Ober 1989: 349 n. f — except that I did not consider the Menexenus. 
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